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The Senate met at 9 a.m., on the ex-
piration of the recess, and was called to
order by the President pro tempore
[Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John Ogilve,
offered the following prayer:

Let us pray:

Almighty God, Holy Father, You cre-
ated us for Yourself and our hearts are
restless until they rest in You. We con-
fess our ambivalence. We want You to
be Lord of our lives and yet, some-
times, we are filled with reservations.
We need Your love, and yet fear the im-
plications of loving others as You love
us. We want Your direction in our
lives, but are troubled about losing our
own control. We pray for America to be
a great nation under Your sovereign
reign, but there are times when we are
reluctant to ask You to begin a vital
spiritual awakening in our own hearts.

But Lord, we are willing to be made
willing. Help us to see what our lives
could be if we loved You with all our
hearts, and if our self-erected obstacles
to trusting You completely were re-
moved and You had Your way with us.

And so, today we open our minds to
think inspired by the wisdom of Your
spirit; we commit our wills to seek the
guidance of Your spirit; and we face
the challenges of this day with the
power of Your spirit. In Your holy
name. Amen.

——
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

THE PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Under the previous order, the leader-
ship time is reserved.

————

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-

TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under

the previous order, the Senate will now
proceed to the consideration of S. 1026,

Senate

(Legislative day of Monday, July 10, 1995)

the Department of Defense bill, which
the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A Dbill (8. 1026) to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 1996 for military activities of
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMAS). Under the previous order, the
Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
THURMOND] is recognized.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, we
are ready to proceed now on this bill,
and I believe the distinguished Senator
from Nebraska desires at this time to
take up the amendment.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2111
(Purpose: To propose a substitute to title
XXXI)

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
send to the desk the Thurmond-Domen-
ici amendment and ask it be reported
immediately.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
THURMOND], for himself, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr.
LoTT, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. BOND, Mr. THOMP-
SON, Mr. FRIST, and Mr. BINGAMAN, proposes
an amendment numbered 2111.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that further

The

reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.””)

Mr. EXON. I thank my friend and
colleague, the distinguished chairman
of the Armed Services Committee.

AMENDMENT NO. 2112 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2111
(Purpose: To strike section 3135 of S. 1026 au-

thorizing a program for hydronuclear ex-

periments)

Mr. EXON. As per our previous agree-
ment, I send an amendment in the sec-
ond degree to the desk at this time and
ask that it be read in its entirety, and
I also ask that the cosponsors of the
amendment be identified as part of the
reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], for
himself, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr.
LEVIN, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. GLENN, Mr. HAR-
KIN, Mr. SIMON, Mr. KERREY, Mr. KENNEDY,
Mr. WELLSTONE, and Mr. BUMPERS, proposes
an amendment numbered 2112 to amendment
No. 2111.

On page 33 of the underlying amendment,
strike out section 3135, lines 11 through 19.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
South Carolina will have 70 minutes
under control in this debate and the
Senator from Nebraska will have 90
minutes. The Senator may proceed.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. EXON. I am happy to yield to the
Senator.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, pursu-
ant to the unanimous-consent request,
I thought we said we could speak about
the bill first, and then it would go to
Senator EXON for the debate.

Did I misunderstand? If I misunder-
stood, it is all right.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the order, immediately after the read-
ing of the amendment, the Senator
from Nebraska was to be recognized to
offer a second-degree amendment to
the Thurmond amendment; there
would be 70 minutes debate under the
control of the Senator from South
Carolina and 90 minutes under the con-
trol of the Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. DOMENICI. I did not need the
time. Just so I know when we would be
speaking.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, it is
my understanding, and I ask the Sen-
ator from Nebraska and the Senator
from South Carolina if they agree with
this, that during this period that has
just been identified, we would be able
to speak on the underlying amendment
or on the Exon amendment or on both,
and the statement I intend to give
would be a statement on both, starting,
of course, with a description of the
Thurmond amendment and my reason
for sponsoring it, and also discussing
my reason for supporting the amend-
ment of the Senator from Nebraska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, if I might
respond and clear up any misunder-
standing, the time agreement that was
entered into and was specifically
agreed to last night was 90 minutes
under the control of the Senator from
Nebraska, and 70 minutes under the
control of the Senator from South
Carolina. That time agreement is for
debate on both the amendment offered
by the Senator from South Carolina
and the second degree, and the time
can be allotted. Any Senator can de-
bate either the underlying amendment
or the amendment in the second de-
gree.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if I may
ask the Senator from Nebraska, it is
my understanding, though, it would be
used off of either the time—let me
state this. I worked, the Senator from
Nebraska knows, on the time agree-
ment. The 70 minutes was to be used in
opposition to the amendment of the
Senator from Nebraska. We have ar-
ranged time to speak against the
amendment of the Senator, and that
was certainly my understanding.

Mr. EXON. The time to speak against
the second-degree amendment would be
under the control of the Senator from
South Carolina.

Mr. REID. That is right. While the
Senator is debating, I will talk to the
chairman of the committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I am cer-
tainly pleased to join my good friend
from Oregon, Senator HATFIELD, and
others, including the distinguished jun-
ior Senator from the State of New Mex-
ico, and many other cosponsors, to cor-
rect one of the most objectionable pro-
visions in the defense authorization
bill that is now before the Senate. The
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Exon-Hatfield, et al., amendment is a
very simple and a very straightforward
one. It would delete—eliminate—sec-
tion 3135 of the bill in its entirety, and
remove the $50 million authorization
for hydronuclear testing. Our amend-
ment makes no adjustment to the
funding for either the stockpiled stor-
age program or the overall energy de-
partment budget. Our amendment is
funding neutral. It simply removes the
authorization in the bill for the use of
$560 million to resume nuclear weapons
testing.

With that brief opening statement—
and I will be expanding on this fur-
ther—I now yield 10 minutes to my col-
league, the junior Senator from New
Mexico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. BINGAMAN. If I may ask the
Senator from Nebraska, I hoped to
have about 15 minutes before the end of
the debate. May I take all that time at
this point?

Mr. EXON. Yes, I will yield 15 min-
utes.

Mr. THURMOND. I thought I had to
make my opening statement.

Mr. EXON. If the Senator from South
Carolina wishes to make an opening
statement preceding the 15-minute re-
marks by the Senator from New Mex-
ico, I am certain that will be agreeable.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
yield myself such time as may be nec-
essary.

The proposed amendment is the re-
sult of the diligent efforts of interested
parties that have endeavored to resolve
concerns raised by the original provi-
sions of title XXXI. I would like to
thank the distinguished Senator PETE
DoMENICI of New Mexico, Chairman of
the Subcommittee on Energy and
Water Development. Without the ef-
forts of Senator DOMENICI and his staff
the agreement underlying this amend-
ment could not have been reached. It
has been a privilege to work with him
and his staff, I say to Senator DOMEN-
ICI.

I would also like to thank the other
Senators that have cosponsored this
amendment, and contributed to the
substance of the amendment. I want to
specifically recognize the superb ef-
forts of Senator LOTT, the Chairman of
the Strategic Forces subcommittee in
arriving at this agreement. Finally, I
wish to thank Senator KEMPTHORNE
whose excellent work raised key issues
in hearings on the Department of En-
ergy.

Through this amendment we have
achieved what we and our cosponsors
believe is a prudent balance between
the need to focus the Department of
Energy on the near-term manufac-
turing capabilities required for the nu-
clear weapons stockpile and the need
to invest in long-term science-based
stockpile stewardship. With this com-
promise we also restore the necessary
resources to meet the Department of
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Energy’s request for nonproliferation,
verification, and arms control research
and development.

This bill sends the message that the
Senate will support the necessary in-
vestment in this crucial element of
strategic nuclear deterrence. Working
together, we will continue to do what
is necessary to maintain the safety and
reliability of the nuclear stockpile.
Maintaining the Nation’s smaller nu-
clear stockpile in a safe and reliable
condition to meet the requirements of
the Department of Defense is the first
priority mission of the national secu-
rity programs of the Department of En-
ergy. The Department of Energy and
the administration must not lose sight
of this fact as they work to fund a vari-
ety of other important programs, such
as the Environmental Restoration and
Waste Management Program, which
this amendment also supports.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will Senator THUR-
MOND yield me 5 minutes to speak on
the amendment?

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
yield the able Senator from New Mex-
ico 5 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, first, let me thank
Senator THURMOND for the Kkind re-
marks. Obviously, for those who know
of my interest in the defense labora-
tories that are operated by the Depart-
ment of Energy, in particular the three
major nuclear deterrent laboratories of
Los Alamos, Sandia-Albuquerque, and
Lawrence Livermore, this is a very
good amendment from the standpoint
of recognizing their capability and
their prowess in terms of maintaining
the nuclear deterrent in a safe and reli-
able fashion.

We are engaged, now, in a great tran-
sition between where we were going
and what we were defending against, in
terms of the development of nuclear
weapons. Essentially, this bill says let
us go a little bit slow before we jump
to conclusions as to how we are going
to replace and replenish the nuclear
stockpile over time. Because, it says,
we are moving now in the direction of
a stewardship program that is built
around the nuclear laboratories and in
conjunction with the complex that
does much of the fabricating and man-
ufacturing. But it says we are not
going to move rapidly into a ‘‘let us
build up and let us make sure we have
all the manufacturing capabilities,”
but, rather, let us rely upon the insti-
tutions within the Defense Department
and the DOE to tell us precisely how
we ought to handle the stockpile we
are going to have to maintain.

I am very pleased that we struck a
good balance here in that the Depart-
ment of Energy and the Department of
Defense wanted us to move toward a
science-based stewardship program
built around the three national labora-
tories, and we are in the process of de-
veloping that.

While we are doing that, we do not
want to let the other complexes that
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were part of keeping us strong—we do
not want to have them disappear. So
there is money in here to keep them
going, have them in a good state of re-
pair, and make necessary investments.

In the meantime, the institutions
within the DOD and Department of En-
ergy will be advising the Congress on
precisely how we ought to, over a long
period of time, maintain the requisite
number of nuclear warheads and weap-
ons.

We do not have that kind of rec-
ommendation yet, and the bill, if not
amended, would have drawn some con-
clusions in that regard that the Sen-
ator from New Mexico thought were
premature. So that is why this amend-
ment was offered. That is why we all
worked very hard to put it together.

It clearly says the powerful labora-
tories, including three or four that are
helping with it, including the one in
the State of Idaho, Argonne, and oth-
ers—that all of these are part of main-
taining our nuclear stockpile in omne
way or another and are also part of
making sure we do the cleanup work
and we maintain the capability for
storage of the fuel that we need that is
coming out of the defense side.

So, Mr. President, this amendment
increases the stockpile stewardship by
$239 million. It maintains the nuclear
posture review as the means of deter-
mining the size of the United States
nuclear weapons stockpile. It lifts the
prohibition on lab-directed research
and development, and allows the Sec-
retary to choose between a reactor and
accelerator to produce tritium but it
locates that in South Carolina, and
provides additional stockpile manage-
ment funding to upgrade the DOE pro-
duction complex to meet manufac-
turing requirements.

So I believe when you look at that it
is a rather comprehensive amendment,
and it is a substitute for a very major
part of the bill.

I want to thank Senators on our side
who worked together, and it was my
privilege—not being on the com-
mittee—to work with them in putting
this amendment into the form that I
believe the Senate ought to adopt with-
out a dissenting vote.

I want to acknowledge Senator
BINGAMAN’s actions with reference to
this. Obviously in the committee he ex-
pressed some doubts about this. He will
express those himself today. And clear-
ly working together with Democrats
and Republicans, and Senators like
Senator BINGAMAN and Senator NUNN,
and others, I think this amendment is
going to come out to be a very forward
step in maintaining our nuclear weap-
on deterrent and maintaining the
stockpile in an appropriate manner for
the next 20, 30 or even 40 years. I thank
Senator THURMOND for yielding.

I yield the floor.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I certainly
want to associate myself with the re-
marks previously made in this regard
by the Senator from South Carolina
and the Senator from New Mexico with
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regard to the measure before us, the
underlying amendment that was of-
fered the first thing this morning by
the chairman of the Armed Services
Committee.

I wholeheartedly support this amend-
ment that was worked out after a lot of
hard work and a lot of thought. I think
it is a very, very sound amendment. It
has the wholehearted support of this
Senator.

It is a good time though for me to
emphasize—with all the work that has
been done by all of the parties that
have been partially named thus far this
morning that I support—that I think
the amendment now before us, the un-
derlying amendment introduced by the
Senator from South Carolina, is a
great improvement over what came out
of the committee, and I believe it is
nearly unanimously supported. I thank
all of those who played a key role in
working this out.

It is a good time for me to emphasize
though that the second-degree Exon
amendment goes after one part of this
bill which I will be talking about in
greater detail as will many others Sen-
ators. That is the part of the bill which
allows hydronuclear testing which we
think is an important step in the
wrong direction, and, if the Exon sec-
ond-degree amendment is approved
today, I think there will be unanimous
support for the bill as introduced by
the Senator from South Carolina—if
the Exon-Hatfield, et al., amendment is
accepted.

With that statement, I reserve the
remainder of my time.

I yield 15 minutes—with my thanks
for all the work he has done on this in
company with Senator DOMENICI and
others—to the Senator from New Mex-
ico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the statement by the Senator
from Nebraska, and also the statement
by my colleague from New Mexico.

Mr. President, I rise as a cosponsor of
the Thurmond amendment and of the
Exon second-degree amendment to it. I
would first like to explain to my col-
leagues why the Thurmond amendment
is an enormous improvement over the
DOE provisions currently in the bill.
There are three exceptions and they
are being dealt with in the second-de-
gree amendments being proposed by
Senators EXON, REID, and MCCAIN. I
will support all of those amendments
as well.

When we debated this bill in com-
mittee, I raised numerous objections to
the DOE provisions. I expressed the
view that these provisions took a series
of extreme positions for which there
was no support in the hearing record of
the committee. My objections were
summarized in the dissenting views I
filed in the committee’s report. I am
pleased to report to my colleagues that
the Thurmond substitute amendment
has now corrected most of the numer-
ous problems I identified and several
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that were subsequently identified by
the executive branch.

Let me highlight the most signifi-
cant changes:

I had criticized the tritium produc-
tion and plutonium disposition provi-
sions because they would have pre-
judged ongoing programmatic environ-
mental impact statements by favoring
a multipurpose reactor approach—the
least likely approach to come out of
these studies. The Thurmond amend-
ment is now neutral on the technical
choice. It appropriately funds work on
tritium targets, work that DOE under
Secretary Curtis told us in the Stra-
tegic Forces Subcommittee hearing on
May 16 would be required under all op-
tions.

Unfortunately, while backing off
from making a technical choice on
tritium production, the Thurmond
amendment now contains a provision
mandating that any new tritium pro-
duction facility be sited at Savannah
River. It is that provision which Sen-
ator REID is seeking to strike because
it obviously disadvantages the Nevada
test site in the ongoing environmental
impact statement process.

The tritium language also makes $10
million available to a university con-
sortium for plutonium research. Sen-
ator MCCAIN will seek to ensure that
any money spent for university re-
search in this area is competitively
awarded. This is a long-standing policy
of the Armed Services Committee at
least since Senator TOWER was chair-
man.

The second area that was problem-
atic in the original bill was a series of
provisions—sections 3134, 3163, and
3166—and a $344 million funding add-on
aimed at sizing a nuclear weapons
manufacturing complex at cold war
levels when far more cost-effective al-
ternatives are being developed in the
stockpile stewardship and management
programmatic environmental impact
statement process. Those provisions
are entirely reworked in the Thurmond
amendment and the funding for stock-
pile management has been reduced $215
million. There is now no mandate to
rebuild production capacity to cold war
levels. What is left in the bill is con-
sistent with the ongoing programmatic
environmental impact statement proc-
ess on stockpile stewardship and man-
agement.

The third problem in the original bill
had to do with laboratory management
and funding. Senator DOMENICI referred
to this. The original bill contained a
provision, section 3139, barring the lab-
oratories from using defense program
funds for laboratory-directed basic re-
search, the lifeblood of the labora-
tories, and for science education. The
bill also cut requested funding for dual-
use technology partnerships with in-
dustry by $249 million. The Thurmond
amendment deletes the prohibition on
use of defense funds for lab-directed
basic research and science education,
restores $239 million for the stockpile
stewardship technology partnership



S11356

and education programs and includes a
provision that all of these programs
must support national security re-
quirements.

The fourth problem in the original
bill involved a severe cut in requested
funding for nonproliferation and arms
control verification program—a total
of $78 million. This would have very se-
riously damaged the national labora-
tories’ programs in critical areas and
slowed the effort to bring Russian nu-
clear weapons facilities under better
security and safeguards. The Thur-
mond amendment restores all of that
funding.

The fifth problem in the original bill
involved provisions, sections 3137 and
3138, which would have put the Depart-
ment of Energy’s defense facilities out-
side the purview of the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act and raised a con-
stitutional separation of powers issue
according to the Secretary of Energy,
who opposed them. The Thurmond
amendment deletes those provisions.

Finally, the original bill included a
provision, section 3167, that, according
to the statement of administration pol-
icy on this bill, would have prohibited
international inspections of DOE facili-
ties under the terms of the treaty be-
tween the United States and the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency. The
Thurmond amendment deletes this pro-
vision, which I know Senator PELL was
very concerned about.

This rewrite of the DOE provisions
marks a significant improvement in
this bill as a whole. It brings this bill
into alignment with the energy and
water appropriations bill passed on
Tuesday evening and with the adminis-
tration’s request with only modest
changes. I commend my senior col-
leagues from New Mexico, Senator
DoMENICI, for his central role in help-
ing to bring about this result. He did
yeoman work on convincing the mem-
bers of the Armed Services Committee
on his side to accept these changes. I
also commend him for producing in his
role as chairman of the subcommittee
the excellent defense section of the en-
ergy and water appropriations bill
passed on Tuesday.

Mr. President, there are still, how-
ever three problems with the Thur-
mond amendment. I have already men-
tioned the Reid and McCain amend-
ments. Let me now turn to the amend-
ment being offered by Senator EXON.

Senator EXON is seeking to strike a
provision in the Thurmond amend-
ment, which was also in the underlying
bill. The provision sets aside $50 mil-
lion to prepare for hydronuclear test-
ing. The administration did not request
funds to carry out hydronuclear tests
in fiscal year 1996. These are tests with
a low yield, usually measured in
pounds of TNT, which provide informa-
tion about the ignition of the primary
of a nuclear weapon. These are expen-
sive tests to conduct, approximately
the same as for a nuclear weapons
test—on the order of $10 to $20 million
per test.
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The administration’s policy in the
ongoing Comprehensive Test Ban nego-
tiations is to limit such tests to a yield
of four pounds of TNT. The administra-
tion is not opposed in principle to such
testing, but the technical experts have
not found tests which are worth doing.
A 1994 summer study by a JASON task
force, chaired by Sid Drell of Stanford
University, has recommended against
hydronuclear testing. The JASON’s are
a group of the Nation’s foremost sci-
entists who under the aegis of the
Mitre Corp. advise DOD and DOE on
technical matters. They wrote:

The very limited added value of
hydronuclear tests that provide for a brief
glimpse into the very early stages of criti-
cally have to be weighed against costs, and
against the impact of continuing an under-
ground testing program at the Nevada Test
Site on U.S. nonproliferation goals. On bal-
ance we oppose hydronuclear testing.

Mr. President, this is frankly a high-
ly complex matter. The bottom line for
me is that the nuclear weapon stewards
in the Department are not crying out
for hydronuclear tests within their
limited budgets. The best minds in the
scientific community on balance do
not support them. If a specific problem
arises that would require a hydro-
nuclear test to resolve, I believe that
the administration would request the
funds and the test would be conducted
within the 4 pound limit the President
has set. But the bill before us and the
Thurmond amendment insist on spend-
ing $50 million to prepare for
hydronuclear tests with no specific
purpose in mind.

I attended the May 16 Strategic
Forces Subcommittee hearings on the
weapons program and I can recall no
witness from the laboratories or DOE
or the Pentagon demanding such test
preparations.

Mr. President, we can not afford to
spend money unwisely when we are
fighting to bring our deficit under con-
trol. I urge my colleagues to support
Senator EXON’s amendment.

To summarize, Mr. President, I am
cosponsoring the Thurmond amend-
ment because it is an enormous im-
provement in six different areas over
the existing bill language. I also sup-
port all three efforts to further im-
prove the language in the Thurmond
amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. BINGAMAN. Yes, I am glad to
yvield to my colleague from New Mex-
ico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I just
wanted to correct one item the Senator
would not have known about because it
was changed last night. Senator
McCAIN’s request for competitiveness
with reference to that $10 million uni-
versity project, is in the amendment as
offered.

I am not speaking for Senator
MCcCAIN, but I am not sure there will be
an amendment on that effort because
he already prevailed and it is in the
amendment that was sent to the desk.
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Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate that updated information. I
think that is one additional improve-
ment in the Thurmond amendment and
I, as I say, commend my colleague and
others who have worked hard to put
this amendment together. I hope we
can pass it with an overwhelming vote.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. HATFIELD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I
would like to speak on the Exon
amendment, the Exon-Hatfield amend-
ment, and I yield myself 10 minutes.

Mr. EXON. I yield 10 minutes or
whatever time he needs to the Senator
from Oregon.

Mr. HATFIELD. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. HATFIELD. I wonder if the Sen-
ator from Nevada will yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. REID. I will be happy to, as long
as it is on Senator EXON’s time.

Mr. HATFIELD. I would like to ask if
this would be a convenient time for me
to speak.

Mr. REID. Very convenient.

Mr. HATFIELD. I am trying to get
ahead of the game at 10 o’clock.

Mr. REID. I know the Senator has a
full committee markup.

Mr. HATFIELD. I thank the Senator
and I thank Senator EXON.

Mr. President, it is a pleasure to join
with Senator EXON this morning. The
Senator from Nebraska is perhaps one
of the Senate’s most knowledgeable
persons on the issues involving the nu-
clear weapons stockpile. He has cer-
tainly demonstrated leadership in pro-
tecting the integrity of the stockpile,
as well as the efforts to end nuclear
proliferation. So I do not believe this is
an either/or situation. I think it is a
very wise approach that the Senator
from Nebraska has created for us to
consider.

I think every Senator should be
aware that the bill as reported by the
Armed Services Committee contains an
extremely provocative, unnecessary,
and expensive provision which would
allow for the preparation of
hydronuclear experiments which would
yield expulsions up to 20 tons.

Mr. President, we got out of that nu-
clear explosive testing business 3 years
ago by the actions of this body. Three
years ago, the Congress adopted a mor-
atorium on underground nuclear test-
ing, and this moratorium was put in
place as an acknowledgment after hun-
dreds—hundreds—of underground tests
of our nuclear stockpile. It was in our
national interest not to test.

The Armed Services Committee in its
report justifies this provision and the
authorization for $50 million to prepare
for these tests with a statement that it
is concerned about the readiness of the
Nevada test site. This is the wrong rea-
son to test. In fact, this is not a reason
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at all. It is no reason. I will be inter-
ested to learn the source of concerns
about the test site’s readiness capabili-
ties—who dreamed this up, and why the
preparation for a hydronuclear test is
the preferred option for maintaining
that readiness. I think we deserve to
have that kind of information and the
source of it.

As most Senators know, the Exon-
Hatfield-Mitchell law, which initiated
our testing moratorium 3 years ago,
acknowledged the possibility that a re-
sumption of testing could be necessary
to ensure the safety and reliability of
the stockpile. Following an initial 9-
month moratorium on testing, the
Exon-Hatfield-Mitchell law allows for a
3-year program of limited testing and
no more than five tests per year. So
there is a flexibility factor already in
the law. To date, the President of the
United States has not certified that
any weapon in the arsenal has a safety
or reliability problem that would re-
quire explosive testing.

So certainly the President, who has a
role to play in this, and especially
through the Department of Defense,
has no request for this. This is pure and
simple a resurrection of the cold war
mentality that has dominated this
Congress for too long, especially under
the military industrial complex that
exists all over this country that former
President Eisenhower warned this
country against.

Yet the Armed Services Committee
is recommending that the full Senate
approve $50 million to prepare for the
commencement of a series of tests at
the Nevada test site. Why? There is no
justification for these funds. There is
no request for these funds—not from
the Department of Defense, not from
the President of the United States, not
from the National Security Council,
not from any body of authority that
represents the major responsibility for
protecting this country.

The provision included in the bill
must be removed. It is dangerous and
provocative and threatens the goal
clearly stated by a Congress when it
adopted the Exon-Hatfield-Mitchell
law. That goal is the successful nego-
tiation of a comprehensive test ban
treaty.

Let me say that again. The goal is a
comprehensive test ban treaty, not the
renewal of testing to challenge the rest
of the nations of the world.

Mr. President, current CTB negotia-
tions led by the United States contain
a discussion about thermal nuclear
tests, but the official position of the
United States is that the comprehen-
sive test ban should prohibit all nu-
clear tests exceeding 4 pounds. Four
pounds, Mr. President, not 40,000
pounds as the Armed Services Com-
mittee is proposing.

I believe that the provision in this
bill and its accompanying report are
fatally flawed. Let me read to my col-
leagues a passage from page 367 of the
Armed Services report:

The Committee recognizes that the admin-
istration is currently negotiating a Com-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

prehensive Test Ban Treaty in an effort to
preclude or make more difficult the spread of
nuclear weapons. However, the committee
notes that sub-kiloton hydronuclear experi-
ments are not particularly suitable for bomb
development or giving foreign military plan-
ners confidence in a nuclear weapons design.

I am stunned by this passage. It is
factually incorrect. Independent nu-
clear weapons experts have made it
clear that hydronuclear tests are use-
ful to proliferant states attempting to
develop nuclear weapons capabilities.
That is the very reason the United
States comprehensive test ban negotia-
tion position bars such tests over a few
pounds of yield. This bill ignores these
facts and argues that the United States
should prepare for tests anyway.

It is clear to me and should be to all
of my colleagues that the provision in-
cluded in the bill is at the very best a
very unfortunate mistake. The Presi-
dent has not requested these tests. The
independent group of nuclear weapons
experts known as the JASON group
concurs that testing because no safety
or reliability problem exists.

If this mistake is left unrepaired, it
will result in grave consequences.
American public opinion is solidly be-
hind the effort to achieve a comprehen-
sive test ban treaty and expect our
leadership in the negotiations. If this
bill is adopted with the current provi-
sion intact, we will irreparably harm
our ability to negotiate a comprehen-
sive test ban. I fully expect the Amer-
ican public and people around the
world to react with the same astonish-
ment and anger that it vented when
France announced its decision to re-
sume testing.

The Exon-Hatfield proposed amend-
ment must be adopted if we are to
avoid a return to the Dark Ages of a
nuclear arms race. Three years ago we
were able to end the cycle of vague jus-
tifications for underground nuclear
testing and replace them with concrete
requirements which must be met before
testing resumes. The provision in-
cluded in this bill breaks current law
and will likely lead to irreparable
harm to the comprehensive test ban
negotiations.

Mr. President, as the chairman of the
Senate Appropriations Committee, I
would make one final note. The Senate
has already completed action on the
energy and water appropriations bill,
which contains funding for weapons ac-
tivities. That bill does not include
funds for hydronuclear testing. Voting
for this amendment would be con-
sistent—that is, voting for our pro-
posed amendment, Senator EXON’s and
mine—with current law as well as ap-
propriations for the coming fiscal year.
And I can assure the Armed Services
Committee I will do all within my
power as the chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee to block any
funding for this kind of foolishness if it
should prevail in this final bill.

Now, Mr. President, I would add one
final note. For the last few days I have
been asked to interview on my experi-
ence in Hiroshima a month after the
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bomb had been dropped, following
World War II. It has only been the last
few years that I would even like to talk
about that kind of experience. But
how—how absolutely immoral, how in-
sensitive to begin to act for this kind
of provision on the 50th anniversary of
that horrible devastation that was
wreaked upon Hiroshima and the peo-
ple of Japan. What a monster we let
loose in that situation.

It saved my life. I can attest to that
because we were stationed for the inva-
sion of Japan at the time. And having
been in that occupation of September
2, 1945, and seen the following Mac-
Arthur order to put a white sheet be-
fore each of the gun emplacements at
the very area we were to invade it was
like sailing through inland seas of
checkerboards. It would have been a
murderous crossfire upon which prob-
ably who knows, a million people
would have lost their lives. But never-
theless—nevertheless—not trying to
judge in hindsight the wisdom of that
bomb, the fact is, how insensitive on
the 50th anniversary of that bomb to
propose something of returning to the
Dark Age mentality of testing again
for increasing the capacity to kill and
to destroy life as this would lead us to.

I yield the floor.

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. I yield myself such time
as I may need from our allotted time.

I just want to compliment my very
dear friend and colleague from Oregon
for the excellent remarks that he has
just made. It puts in perspective so
dramatically and so honestly and in
such a straightforward manner the
heart and soul of the Exon-Hatfield
amendment, which is to follow on the
Exon-Hatfield amendment of 3 years
ago that we were joined in by the then-
majority leader, George Mitchell. I
think maybe we were somewhat sur-
prised when we won that vote. But I
think it was a giant leap forward in
facing up to the realities of the situa-
tion that confront us.

So I thank my friend and colleague, a
man of great wisdom and experience,
for outlining in a very articulate fash-
ion his views as to why the Exon-Hat-
field amendment should be adopted,
and also backing that up with his vast
experience. When he was talking about
those dark days of World War II when
important decisions were being made, 1
was at Clark Field in the Philippines,
which had just been taken during that
particular period of time. And I know
also—not to the extent that I believe
my friend from Oregon did—but we
knew full well what was being planned.
We knew the sacrifices that were going
to have to be made. And when the Sen-
ator from Oregon said his life was prob-
ably saved by that action, I think that
is very much on point.

Having said that, I would like to
come to the defense for a moment of
former Senator Harry Truman, then
President Harry Truman, who had the
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courage to make that devastating deci-
sion that I believe very likely left its
mark on the great President Harry
Truman.

I am convinced he did the right
thing, but it was a horrible thing. The
Senator from Oregon has brought that
very dramatically to the attention of
the Senate.

Therefore, while I have been known
as a hawk, and continue to be a hawk,
I happen to feel that humanity has to
recognize that if we keep maintaining
as a major part of our national secu-
rity the threat of another Hiroshima,
then we are in dire circumstances, as
far as humanity is concerned.

I ask my friend, though, about one
part of his remarks, if I understood
them correctly—I suspect there was
somewhat an unintended understate-
ment, if I heard my friend correctly—I
believe he said that if the Exon-Hat-
field amendment is not adopted, it will
irreparably harm the chances for a nu-
clear test ban treaty. I believe those
were the well-chosen words the Senator
from Oregon used.

I happen to think that is a very mini-
mal statement. I simply say if the
Exon-Hatfield amendment does not
prevail, it will not harm our effort for
a comprehensive test ban treaty, it will
destroy it.

I wonder if the Senator from Oregon
feels that I am justified in making that
statement a little more stronger than
he did in his well-chosen remarks?

Mr. HATFIELD. I would not want to
debate that issue with the Senator, be-
cause I know that he made that with
care, understanding, with great feeling.
I do feel, based upon the kind of out-
pouring of criticism that was leveled
by all parts of the world against
France for its announced intention to
resume testing, that it would be esca-
lated by about a hundredfold against
the United States because of our su-
perb leadership role we play in making
those policies that affect the whole
world, far more than France. But nev-
ertheless, even with France, it is a set-
back. I think it would be even a greater
setback and perhaps lead to total im-
possibility of success if you resume
testing.

(Mr. SHELBY assumed the chair.)

Mr. EXON. I could not agree more
and thank my friend for his remarks.

Mr. President, the Exon-Hatfield
amendment then, if I can repeat that
again, is a very simple and straight-
forward one. It will delete section 3135
of the bill in its entirety and remove
the $50 million authorization for
hydronuclear testing that the Senator
from Oregon has addressed in a very el-
oquent fashion.

Our amendment makes no adjust-
ment to the funding for either the
stockpile stewardship program or the
overall Energy Department budget.
Our amendment is funding neutral. It
simply removes the authorization in
the bill to use $50 million to resume
nuclear weapons testing, and the rea-
sons for removing that and not doing it
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have been adequately addressed al-
ready by my colleague from Oregon
and the junior Senator from New Mex-
ico.

Three years ago, as was alluded to by
Senator HATFIELD, a strong bipartisan
coalition in both Houses of Congress
twice approved a plan to phase out nu-
clear weapons testing and give the
moribund comprehensive test ban ne-
gotiations a shot in the arm. Success-
ful negotiation of a global comprehen-
sive test ban treaty would significantly
advance the cause of nuclear weapons
proliferation by denying those nations
tempted to develop nuclear capability
the means to prove out their weapons.
Getting that done, in the view of this
Senator, is absolutely essential.

The Senator from Oregon, Mr. Presi-
dent, raised some rather interesting
questions in his riveting remarks to
the Senate this morning. He said, why
is this included in the defense author-
ization bill? It was not requested by
the administration. How did it creep
back in? I suggest the answer to the
question is that, despite all of our ef-
forts to the contrary, there are people
embedded in the Pentagon today that
want to resume nuclear testing on a
full-scale basis. This is a step in that
direction, a very important and a very
ill-timed omne, in the opinion of this
Senator.

Those people deep inside the Pen-
tagon, and associated with it, have
tried to influence the President of the
United States to lift his objections,
which he has stated over and over and
over again to not begin nuclear testing
by the United States of America, who
is far ahead of any real, imagined or in-
vented future enemies that might be a
nuclear threat. If we begin testing
today, it will be viewed by the rest of
the world as they are currently review-
ing and showing their distress of the
French and their distress of the Chi-
nese for the testing in this area that
they are about as of now.

We must not join. The attack that
will be launched against China and
France and the United States of Amer-
ica, the leader in this field, is a terrible
step in the wrong direction.

Mr. President, I feel so strongly
about this issue. I talked a great deal
yesterday, along with others, about the
ballistic missile defense system. And
on a close vote, the Senate validated
the actions of our Armed Services
Committee in that regard. I think that
was a terrible mistake, but it has been
done. But if we do not adopt the Exon-
Hatfield amendment and go ahead with
this program that is an open invita-
tion, much more than a camel’s nose
under the tent, to start the nuclear
race all over again, we will have essen-
tially no one but ourselves to blame.

A comprehensive test ban would also
freeze in place the inherent advantage
of the United States, as it has at the
present time, because we possess the
most tested and proven nuclear stock-
pile ever. After 1,148 nuclear weapons
tests over 50 years, the United States
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possesses the safest and most reliable
nuclear weapons in the world. No one
can argue with that.

The resulting law that we talked
about earlier, called the Hatfield-Exon-
Mitchell law, enacted an initial 9
months testing moratorium period, fol-
lowed by 3 years of limited weapons
testing, if necessary. And the Senator
from Oregon referenced that in his re-
marks this morning.

During this 3-year period, no more
than 5 safety and reliability tests could
be conducted each year, for a total of
15 tests. Approval for the tests are to
be sought from Congress through an
annual testing report outlining the jus-
tification for such testing.

To date, no authority to conduct any
weapons tests have been sought by the
administration, and along with Russia,
which, of course, are watching us in
this area, we have not tested. Now
comes France, and we all observe as to
what they have done recently with re-
gard to tests.

Likewise, I will mention once again
the concern I have with the Chinese ac-
tion. But during the time following en-
actment of the Hatfield-Exon-Mitchell
law, those nations, led by the United
States, have been working hard to
reach agreement in Geneva on a com-
prehensive test ban treaty.

If we want to flush that down the
drain, then defeat the Exon-Hatfield, et
al., amendment.

I must confess, Mr. President, that I
have had some rather angry words with
certain administration officials on this
particular matter. While the President
has been steadfast, there are some
close to him who are wishy-washy on
this issue. I hope the President will lis-
ten to those of us who have done a
great deal of study and have a great
deal of concern about this. And I think
the President will, notwithstanding the
fact that some of those closest to him
are wishy-washy on the issue, and I
have told that to them to their face.

After 2 years of negotiations, we are
hopeful that we are entering maybe
some Kkind of an end-game with regard
to a comprehensive test ban treaty.
The nuclear and nonnuclear nations of
the world are on track to reach an
agreement, possibly, by 1996—a goal ex-
pressly endorsed by not only the
United States, but China, Russia, and
France. No one should ignore the fact
that the permanent extension of the
nuclear nonproliferation treaty was ob-
tained this spring with the assurance
provided by the nuclear powers that a
comprehensive test ban treaty would
soon follow. The world is in agreement:
It is time to close the nuclear Pan-
dora’s box, and a comprehensive test
ban treaty is a significant step toward
that end. Let us not Kkill the possi-
bility.

I recount the history of this issue so
as to provide a context for better un-
derstanding the real reason why the
Armed Services Committee provided
$60 million for hydronuclear testing.
Let no Senator misunderstand the true
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intent behind this provision of the bill.
Its purpose is to bust out of the nuclear
testing moratorium we have been ob-
serving for the past 3 years as a result
of the Hatfield-Exon-Mitchell bill that
has been referenced on several occa-
sions this morning. It wants the United
States to renege on our commitment
made during the NPT conference. It
hopes to scuttle the comprehensive
test ban treaty negotiations now un-
derway.

The cumulative effect of these con-
sequences will be to undermine our ef-
forts to halt the spread of nuclear
weapons around the world. As a result,
our national security will be weakened,
not enhanced, by the resumption of nu-
clear weapons testing and a new nu-
clear race will be in full swing. Our
standing as a world leader will be irrep-
arably harmed on the issue of non-
proliferation. For proof of these things
to come, simply look at the world con-
demnation over the recent French deci-
sion to resume testing. The world is as-
tonished, but the French, in their way,
go ahead as they always do. Let us not
follow their course.

Some may ask, what is a
hydronuclear test exactly? The simple
definition is that it is a very low yield
detonation—usually measured at a few
pounds of explosive yield—to assess
primary performance and safety of
warheads. While a high-explosive ex-
plosion generates sufficient energy to
melt the core of the weapon, the nu-
clear energy release is insufficient to
cause the bomb to reach full criticality
and with the possibility that it would
explode with full power. It is true that
the U.S. negotiation position in Geneva
would allow for such experiments not
to exceed 4 pounds of yield under a
comprehensive test ban treaty. How-
ever, a treaty agreement has not been
reached, and it is the present adminis-
tration policy not to conduct such
tests outside the treaty. I hope the

President and the administration
maintain that position.
Moreover, the authorization bill

seems to use the term ‘‘hydronuclear
experiments’ rather loosely. As sec-
tion 3165 of the bill notes, the tests to
be performed may be measured not in
terms of pounds of TNT yield, but rath-
er in tons. That was stated in some-
what different form by the Senator
from Oregon in his remarks to the Sen-
ate this morning. The type of nuclear
tests the committee majority has in
mind are not—I emphasize ‘‘not,” Mr.
President—traditional hydronuclear
tests. They are looking at detonation
with yields up to 40,000 pounds— that is
a whole lot more than 4 pounds—or 20
tons of explosive power.

The $50 million authorization pro-
vided in the bill for these nuclear
weapons tests is a particularly mis-
chievous add-on to the President’s
budget request. The mandate is in vio-
lation of existing law, which states
that all proposed nuclear tests be in-
cluded in the annual administration re-
port on our Nation’s nuclear weapons
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stockpile and the need, if any, to con-
duct tests. Specifically, the bill vio-
lates the provision of the Hatfield-
Exon-Mitchell law that states, ‘‘Only
the numbers and types of tests speci-
fied in the report * * * may be tested.”

In short, the bill totally negates the
process already in existence for pro-
posing and approving, with congres-
sional concurrence, new nuclear weap-
ons tests.

More central to the point is whether
these new tests are really needed. No
safety or reliability problem is known
to exist with any of our Nation’s nu-
clear weapons to justify a resumption
of weapons testing. On this most im-
portant point, there is no disagree-
ment. Administration officials, from
the laboratories to the Secretaries of
Defense and Energy, all the way up to
the President, are unanimous in this
opinion. Even the JASON group—also
referenced by the Senator from Oregon
in his remarks this morning—an as-
sembly of outside nuclear weapons ex-
perts, concurs with the finding that no
safety or reliability problem exists,
and that the restart of nuclear testing
is not necessary.

Mr. President, there is no expla-
nation in the committee bill as to
which warheads are to be tested, or
which weapons, why they are to be
tested—though, in a very vague fash-
ion, almost a carte blanche authority—
and they do not even say how many
tests are allowed. There is no limit.

Absent a known safety or reliability
problem, the primary purpose for the
resumption of testing is unknown. If it
is to maintain worker expertise at the
Nevada test site, it should be made
clear that the committee has received
no testimony to suggest that the test-
ing expertise is eroding, or if it was,
the proposed authorization to use $50
million to resume testing would stem
this.

There is not any question but that
this Senator has stood at the fore-
front—because we live in an uncertain
world, and we have no way of knowing
what the next move in the world, espe-
cially in nuclear testing is going to
be—I have been at the forefront in
maintaining a facility, with the people
at the Nevada test site to be there, to
do the testing, if an emergency arises.

I suggest that the true reason for the
committee action is the basic belief
that the United States should test for
the sake of testing. It is a good thing
to do, some seem to feel, even if it
means undermining our Nation’s ef-
forts to close Pandora’s box and halt
the spread of nuclear weapons around
the globe.

American leadership in the world
community is strongest when we lead
by example. We should continue to do
that—Ilead by example. There is never
more the case than in the area of nu-
clear weapons testing. We must con-
tinue to lead, and we must be respon-
sible.

Contrary to the committee direction,
there is no reason, Mr. President, to re-
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start nuclear weapons testing. Amer-
ican public opinion has been solid
against such a proposition for quite
some time. Our country is poised to
join the world community in taking a
historic step toward limiting the num-
ber of nuclear states in the future.

Seriously endangering these efforts,
as the committee testing provision
would do, we will be working against
the very national security interests
that we profess to support in other
areas of the bill, such as ballistic mis-
sile defense funding and, of course, the
Nunn-Lugar program.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to support the Exon-Hatfield, et al.,
amendment and turn back this mis-
guided attempt to fire up the cold war
rhetoric of the past.

After 1,100 nuclear detonations, our
stockpile is safe. It is reliable. It is
time to concern ourselves with whether
other nations are going to start and de-
ploy their own nuclear arsenals.

The resumption of U.S. nuclear weap-
ons testing will doom—will doom—the
comprehensive test ban negotiations,
and in the process, give the green light
to the world leaders, hoping to find su-
perpower status in the form of even a
nuclear bomb or two.

Our amendment is a choice between
priorities. A vote for the Exon-Hat-
field, et al., amendment is a vote
against the spread of nuclear weapons.
A vote against our amendment is a
vote for more testing and an abdication
of responsible U.S. leadership.

We would be no different from the
French, in their decision to test—an
object of worldwide ridicule and deri-
sion.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to carefully think and then cast their
vote, which I think and hope will be
overwhelming, for the cause of halting
the spread of nuclear weapons, and sup-
port the Exon-Hatfield, et al., amend-
ment.

Mr. President, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska has 31 minutes re-
maining, and the Senator from South
Carolina has 61 minutes remaining.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
yield 20 minutes to the Senator from
Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I extend my
appreciation to the chairman of the
committee, the manager of this bill,
and extend my congratulations to him,
also, for the amendment that he has of-
fered.

This amendment removes the triple
play reactor for tritium production, ap-
propriately shifts more funds to stock-
pile stewardship, restores stewardship
funding for industrial partnerships
that are critical to the new technology
development for stockpile stewardship,
and restores verification funding crit-
ical to fighting nuclear proliferation

I am also very pleased to see that the
amendment endorses test readiness and
hydronuclear tests.

There is only one problem I have
with the amendment, and under the
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unanimous-consent request I will offer
an amendment at a subsequent time
about that.

Mr. President, I say to my colleagues
in the Senate that I have the deepest
respect for the senior Senator from Ne-
braska and the senior Senator from Or-
egon. I say to my friend from Nebraska
that he could not be more wrong. He
keeps talking about nuclear testing.
This has nothing to do with nuclear
testing. That is the whole point of the
experiments we are talking about.
They are not nuclear tests.

Mr. President, there has been ref-
erence by the Senator from Nebraska
and the Senator from Oregon about the
JASON report. We will talk about the
JASON report.

In July of this year, July 25, a couple
of weeks ago, the new JASON report,
the one that we should be talking
about, says:

Underground testing of nuclear weapons at
any yield level below that required to ini-
tiate boosting is of limited value to the
United States. However, experiments involv-
ing high explosive and fissionable materials
that do not reach criticality are useful in
our understanding of the behavior of weapon
materials under relevant physical condi-
tions. They should be included among treaty
consistent activities . . .

The report cited by the Senator from
Oregon and the Senator from New Mex-
ico—they should have read the more
recent version, because it supports
what the Senator from South Carolina
is doing with this amendment.

With all due respect, they should not
be throwing around the JASON report,
because quoting from the JASON re-
port arrives at the opposite conclusion.

Now, we will also talk about this as
it relates to Nevada. Mr. President,
this is not some kind of a pork issue
for Nevada. The bill provides funds for
a program of hydronuclear experiments
at the nuclear weapons design labora-
tories at the Nevada test site.

I assure Members that it was written
to assure that the majority of funds
would go to the weapons laboratories
which are not in Nevada. They are in
New Mexico and one in California. The
funds will go to the labs, regardless of
how the vote on this amendment turns
out.

Very little, if any, of the funds will
go to the Nevada test site. My concern
is not dollars to Nevada, but, rather,
making it clear that these experiments
are important and should be allowed to
commence.

I also caution the stewardship sup-
porters that support the Exon amend-
ment could be interpreted as a prohibi-
tion of experiments the labs are cur-
rently contemplating at the labs and at
the test site. I think people should be
very careful about the intent of this
amendment, and what the final result
would be if the amendment is adopted.

There is no accepted definition of
hydronuclear experiments. Mischief
can and will be done if this amendment
is passed. If the amendment is de-
feated, the decision on hydronuclear
experiments will revert to the Presi-
dent, where it belongs.
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I am forever amazed, Mr. President,
that we are elected to the legislative
branch of Government. But it seems we
have 535 Secretaries of State. We have
people who seem to think that they
know better than the executive branch.

The Exon amendment is to limit
stewardship, it is to limit readiness,
and, of course, hydronuclear experi-
ments. For 3 years we have let our nu-
clear weapons competence deteriorate.
It is now time to end that deteriora-
tion. Not to return to the cold war—no
one wants to do that—but to maintain
and protect our nuclear deterrence and
our nuclear expertise.

The Senator who offered the amend-
ment has stated on a number of occa-
sions that there have been a lot of tests
conducted. Sure there have been a lot
of tests conducted. Carl Lewis has been
running and broad jumping and doing
all the other things he does for 12 or 15
years. If he stops, he loses that touch.
You must continue to work on some-
thing you are good at—recognizing
that we led the world in safety and re-
liability of nuclear weapons. Of course
we did. Why? Because we continually
worked at it and we should not just
give up on that.

Stockpile stewardship is critical to
maintaining a safe, secure, reliable nu-
clear stockpile. Stockpile stewardship
is also underfunded, but that is not the
debate here today. As long as we own
nuclear weapons—there is no doubt we
will own them for the foreseeable fu-
ture—we have an obligation to our-
selves and to the world to keep them
safe, secure and reliable.

My friend who has offered this
amendment has attempted to make
this a nuclear testing issue. The prob-
lem in the world today is not because
of nuclear testing. We are not going to
do nuclear testing. Even if this amend-
ment is defeated, we are not going to
do nuclear testing. The problem in the
world today is nuclear weapons, and
these experiments will do nothing to
harm the negotiations that are taking
place for the comprehensive test ban,
which I support. I repeat, as long as we
own nuclear weapons—and there is no
doubt we will own them for the foresee-
able future—we have an obligation to
ourselves and the rest of the world to
keep them safe.

The Senator from Oregon stated we
have had hundreds of tests. Of course
we have had hundreds of tests. But
those tests, the majority of them, were
for new weapons development. You
cannot have this huge nuclear arsenal
we are going to have for the foreseeable
future and just let it sit. So long as we
choose to own nuclear weapons, with-
out the benefit of full-scale nuclear
testing—and we are not talking about
doing full-scale nuclear testing—we
must support a fully funded stockpile
stewardship program. This bill recog-
nizes we must support the ability to re-
sume testing, which is referred to as
“readiness.”

I appreciate the complimentary
statement of the author of this amend-
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ment regarding readiness. But, until
we have proven that the alternative,
the stockpile stewardship and manage-
ment program, will work, we must re-
tain the ability to test in an emer-

gency.
Furthermore, this bill, the under-
lying bill, recognizes that readiness

can only be achieved cost effectively as
a byproduct of ongoing experimental
programs. The experimental program
at the test site has been put on hold for
a long time. We have acknowledged
that. There was a legitimate break in
the test and experimental program, as
the laboratories reassessed what need-
ed to be done. I have heard the senior
Senator from New Mexico talk for
hours about the ability of the labs to
do what is important, scientifically, for
this country. I accept that and I agree
with that. We have had these labs, the
best in the world, the best the world
has ever known—we have had these
labs reassess what needs to be done in
a world without nuclear testing. Be-
cause, no matter what the Senator
from Oregon says, no matter what the
Senator from Nebraska says, we are
not talking about nuclear testing. Our
laboratories have said: We have reas-
sessed this in light of the fact we do
not believe there is going to be further
nuclear testing. They say to give us
confidence in our nuclear weapons, a
transition must be made.

That is what we are talking about
and that is why I support the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from
South Carolina.

There was some added delay that
came in deference to politics —not
good science; politics—to the extension
of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Trea-
ty. That treaty has been extended. I
supported that. We are now engaged in
comprehensive test ban negotiations,
but the experiments the labs have pro-
posed for 1996, and the President would
approve, are clearly well within the
scope of any potential comprehensive
test ban. They are also well outside the
scope of the Hatfield-Exon-Mitchell
testing limitation.

If there is any problem in the bill be-
cause of report language or some
vague, abstract thought process that
people may have, I have acknowledged
to the Senator from Nebraska we will
put specific language—I should say
more specific language—in the bill say-
ing the tests are limited to no more
than 4 pounds. I made that offer. But
people do not want to accept that.
They want to fight on nuclear testing,
and there is no nuclear testing. We
cannot fight about something that does
not exist.

I repeat, we will offer to say there
can be no experiment—not a test—mno
experiment over 4 pounds; not tons, not
kilotons, not megatons—4 pounds. How
big is 4 pounds?

My dad was a miner. I used to go
down, as a boy, with him in the mines.
He would drill the holes and he would
load the holes, tamp that powder in—
sticks of dynamite. He would put in 4
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pounds, and 4 pounds is not very much,
Mr. President. We acknowledge that.
We agree to that. Because that is what
the amendment of the Senator from
South Carolina talks about, is those
experiments of 4 pounds or less.

But no one has agreed to accept that.
Why? Because they want to debate here
on nuclear testing. This is not what the
debate is about. This is not nuclear
testing.

So, I urge my colleagues to vote
against this Exon amendment. What
does this amendment mean for U.S.
policy? The United States is trying to
negotiate a comprehensive test ban by
the end of this year. Our goal is to end
nuclear testing. Our goal is also to pre-
serve the right to do treaty-compliant
experiments, and that is what we are
talking about here today.
Hydronuclear experiments would be in-
cluded in this.

We passed a resolution earlier this
session of Congress to continue to hold
firm in seeking these goals. I supported
that. That was the right way to go. Re-
cently, 24 Senators wrote the President
to request that he not change his strat-
egy. That strategy includes the experi-
ments we are talking about in this
amendment—not big tests; but experi-
ments of less than 4 pounds. Are we
now telling the President to change his
strategy, to no longer seek to assure
the right to do these important experi-
ments? I hope the answer is no, and
that the record will show that the an-
swer 1is no, because otherwise this
amendment is much more dangerous
than it appears on the surface.

What is a hydronuclear experiment?

Could I ask the Chair how much time
of the 20 minutes does the Senator
from Nevada have left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada currently has ap-
proximately 8 minutes remaining.

Mr. REID. What is a hydronuclear ex-
periment? I am quoting:

Nuclear materials, either plutonium or
uranium are configured with high explosives
in a geometry very similar to a nuclear ex-
plosion. The amount of material and/or the
geometry are chosen so that no—

I underline or underscore ‘‘no.”
nuclear chain reaction will occur when the
explosion is detonated. Nuclear reactions
occur and radiation is emitted in tiny quan-
tities. By historic convention, in the United
States the yield of an experiment is less than
4 pounds of TNT equivalent.

This is a millionth of a kiloton. This
is 4 pounds.

The vast majority of informed ex-
perts that have studied the issue of the
safety and reliability of nuclear weap-
ons, including the JASON group—in-
cluding the JASON group—who have
studied the issue of the safety and reli-
ability of nuclear weapons, recognize
the importance of doing the experi-
ments we are talking about today.

The only substantial debate is over
the value or the size or the yield of
these various experiments. That debate
is going on in the Government now.
But remember, we have agreed to
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clearly indicate, in this amendment,
that it would be no more than 4
pounds.

So that is what the bill seeks to sup-
port. That is why we need
hydronuclear experiments. And that is
why we should support this bill and de-
feat the Exon amendment.

This is not, I repeat, a fight over nu-
clear testing. We should not let this be-
come a fight over nuclear testing.
Nothing in this bill will lead us to
break any treaty, to break any existing
law, or to end our testing moratorium.

To compare 4-pound experiments to
what the French or Chinese are doing
is stretching one’s imagination beyond
my ability to comprehend. The French
are setting off kilotons in the middle of
the ocean. In the Chinese deserts, they
are setting off kilotons, thousands of
tons of TNT.

So to try to compare that to these
tiny little experiments in which you
could carry the dynamite around in
your pockets, 4 pounds, is absolutely
absurd.

We know that the President will only
approve treaty compliance experi-
ments. We know the President’s posi-
tion on a comprehensive test ban. He
has made it very clear. This bill will
not change the President’s position on
that. The issue is whether you can con-
duct these experiments. The only ex-
periments being proposed by the labs
or the Department of Energy are trea-
ty compliance, and well within the
scope of any plausible test ban treaty.

The experimental preparations called
for in this bill are long overdue. We are
talking about experimental prepara-
tions that will be done in laboratories.

Senator EXON and others are con-
cerned about this bill leading to an un-
dermining of U.S. efforts to conclude a
comprehensive test ban. There is no
basis for that concern. First of all, the
President must approve all nuclear
tests or hydronuclear experiments. And
we all know that he will not approve
any experiment that is not consistent
with our negotiating position.

Second, the hydronuclear experi-
ments that would be considered by the
nuclear weapons laboratories and the
Department of Energy will not have
yield that would be considered a nu-
clear tests under U.S. law or under
international conventions. What this
bill will do is get our Nation moving on
fully developing our stockpile steward-
ship program.

Is there anything wrong with want-
ing to make sure that these weapons
that we have are safe and reliable? No
one is talking about building new
weapons oOr new weapons systems.
Should we not have a stockpile, no
matter how large or how small, that is
safe and reliable? I hope the answer
cries out as yes.

An essential element of a program
like this is a program of experiments
that uses both nuclear materials and
high explosives, a program of hydro-
dynamic experiments and hydronuclear
experiments. This bill says that we
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have delayed these experiments long
enough, and it is time to move with an
experimental program and do it soon.

This program is critical to stockpile
stewardship. This program is critical
to readiness. And let me add that read-
iness to testing is critical until we
have fully established that we can
maintain the safety and reliability of
our nuclear stockpile without nuclear
testing. This is not an attempt to start
testing. This is an attempt to find an
alternative to testing and at the same
time preserve our capability to resume
testing if our national security de-
mands it.

We must be concerned about the dan-
gers of an accidental explosion. We
must be concerned that we have a safe
and reliable stockpile.

I again refer to the professional
group that was talked about by the
Senator from Nebraska and the Sen-
ator from Oregon, giving great cre-
dence to the JASON report. I again
read from their own sources. Their own
sources say, however, that experiments
involving high explosives and fission-
able material that do not reach criti-
cality are useful in improving our un-
derstanding of the behavior of weapons
materials under relevant physical con-
ditions. They should be included among
the treaty’s consistent activities.

I suggest that if you are going to use
something as a source, you should use
the latest source. And the latest source
is July 25, 1995, where the JASON group
supports what the committee has
agreed to in this bill. Based upon the
JASON report of good common sense,
logic, and the safety and reliability of
our weapons, this amendment should
be defeated.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I was hop-
ing we could move back and forth on
time. There are 31 minutes left on our
side.

I would like to have a better balance
on time. But if there is no speaker
ready to go over here, I yield 20 min-
utes to the Senator from Ohio.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. GLENN. I thank my friend from
Nebraska.

Mr. President, this discussion is tak-
ing place on the anniversary of the end
of World War II and the use of atomic
weapons, as we all are aware from the
news reports of the last few days. It
was the first time we really had weap-
ons of mass destruction used like this,
and we saw what nuclear weapons
could do. My view in that area, as an
aside, is that we really saved lives,
both Japanese and American, by what
happened out there. But out of World
War II we came into the cold war,
where bomb and missile development
became very major programs and be-
came survival for this country.

At the same time, though, that we
were proceeding along those lines, we
kept our concerns about the spread of
nuclear weapons and nuclear material,
and hoped all along that someday we
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could get control of our nuclear stock-
piles as well as those of our major ad-
versary for all of those years, the So-
viet Union. Then, in the meantime, we
hoped that others could be persuaded
not to go the nuclear route. We had
hopes that someday we might get con-
trol of some of these matters. Until
that day, we wanted to prevent the
spread of nuclear weapons. We did not
want to see nuclear information, nu-
clear weapons, be spread to smaller and
smaller nations where maybe their use
would be common in border wars and
things that the rest of the world would
not deem that important. And we
would see new levels of terror around
the world that would make Hiroshima
and Nagasaki look like tiny fire-
crackers compared to the potential of
what might happen.

So what did we do? Well, in the hope
that we might be able to make some
advances in this area, we formed the
Nonproliferation Treaty, and we have
just gone through the 25th anniversary.
The purpose of NPT was to tell nations
foursquare with the nuclear weapons
route, if you will, that we will cooper-
ate with you on peaceful uses of nu-
clear material for medicines or what-
ever purposes. Meanwhile, we will try
to get control of this nuclear stockpile
on both sides, Soviet and American,
try to get it under control.

We passed legislation here in 1978
just a couple of years or 3 years after I
came into the Senate called the Nu-
clear Nonproliferation Act. The Press-
ler amendment came much later. Other
laws have been put on the books
through the years, all with the objec-
tive of Kkeeping control of nuclear
weapons around the world.

We finally at last, in our day and
time, are seeing a reduction in these
stockpiles of weapons. We still hope
that we can get to a comprehensive
test ban sometime, one that is
verifiable and justifies the faith that
these other nations have placed in the
United States. So here we are, in 1995,
having really moved down the road a
long, long way. We have made a lot of
progress.

So, Mr. President, I rise to speak as
a cosponsor of the amendment offered
by my colleague from Nebraska, Mr.
EXON, to strike what I view as an ill-
advised provision in the bill pertaining
to low-yield testing of nuclear weap-
ons.

On May 12, 178 parties to the Nuclear
Nonproliferation Treaty agreed to
make that treaty permanent. That was
a big fight. They agreed to make that
treaty permanent, not a 5-year review
as we have been going through, but to
make it permanent. And America’s
success in achieving this outcome was
substantially encouraged by promises
made by the nuclear weapons states to
conclude, to do everything we could to
conclude a comprehensive nuclear test
ban treaty by 1996.

Shortly after the celebration died
down, after that NPT extension, China
set off a nuclear device, and said more
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would follow. France then declared it,
too, would fire off a few before halting
next year. China continues to support
the right to conduct so-called PNE’s,
peaceful nuclear explosions. These
steps by China and France do not help
at all to advance the cause of nuclear
nonproliferation of either variety—hor-
izontal nonproliferation which seeks to
prevent the geographical spread of the
bomb in more countries, or vertical
proliferation which seeks to prevent
the increased growth and sophistica-
tion of weapons already in the stock-
piles of the nuclear weapons states.

Yet, instead of expressing its opposi-
tion to the actions of France and China
and proceeding along the lines that we
have developed through all of these
yvears, the hoped-for area where we
really could get nuclear stockpiles
under control, the Armed Services
Committee voted on June 29 to require
the President to make ‘‘preparations to
commence low-yield hydronuclear ex-
periments,” a policy that would sub-
stitute low-test for no test.

It was stated here that these have
nothing to do with nuclear explosions,
but they do. The title of them is
hydronuclear—small amounts, very
small amounts, but they are nuclear
experiments. They are low-test nuclear
experiments. That is the definition of
them. That is the reason they are
called hydronuclear experiments.

These experiments are basically an
attempt to say that we will look at the
hydro characteristics of a low-yield ex-
plosion— in other words, the wave pat-
terns, the way the motion occurs inter-
nally, combine that with computer
techniques that can tell us something
about safety. That is true. But it could
also be used by a nation that could de-
velop sophisticated computer tech-
niques to give them a lot of clues how
to go ahead and do their own weapons
development.

So the question comes down to, do we
want a comprehensive test ban or does
this undermine a comprehensive test
ban?

In the dreams of its supporters, this
action could well pave the way for nu-
clear test explosions with yields rang-
ing from 4 pounds to several hundred
tons of TNT equivalent—even within
something called a Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty. And recall, 100 tons is
200,000 pounds equivalent of TNT—100
tons, 200,000 pounds of TNT.

By comparison, the blasts at OKkla-
homa City and the World Trade Center
were equivalent to the explosive yield
of between 1,000 and 2,000 pounds of
TNT. The FBI has not released its offi-
cial estimate figure yet, but it is in the
ballpark because on August 3, 1995, the
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Fire-
arms informed my staff that their own
explosives experts estimate the yield of
the Oklahoma City bomb at about 2,100
pounds of TNT equivalent.

More explosive than these detona-
tions, however, will be the punch that
will come from angry members of the
global nonproliferation regime if the
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United States and the other nuclear
weapons States start to play games
over their commitment not to engage
in any further nuclear tests, which was
a key item during deliberations over
whether we were going to extend the
NPT. Many of these countries have al-
ready sent a blizzard of demarches,
aide-memoirs, nonpapers, and other
such diplomatic missives to remind the
United States and the other nuclear
weapons States about that basic arms
control and nonproliferation goal, per-
haps best summarized in the preamble
of the NPT itself of seeking to achieve
the discontinuance of all test explo-
sives of nuclear weapons for all time.

Any resumption by the United States
of such tests, or even active prepara-
tions to resume such testing, would
jeopardize this hard-won consensus on
the permanent extension of the NPT.

Essentially, if we heed the nuclear
testing policy dictated in this bill, we
will only invite the following type of
collective declaration by the non-
nuclear weapons States: Halt all test-
ing or we leave the treaty. I think
some nations might well do that. If we
are having trouble today affording a
limited missile defense and curbing the
proliferation of nuclear weapons within
the NPT and ABM Treaties, just imag-
ine how worse these conditions would
be if these treaties collapsed. I do not
think we can afford to take such a risk.

The testing policy dictated in this
bill is all the more mystifying given
that even veteran bomb designers do
not believe that low-yield nuclear test
explosions are vital to ensure either
the safety or reliability of our nuclear
stockpile.

Former Livermore Director Herbert
York does not believe such tests are
necessary. We have conflicting testi-
mony here about the JASONs. And the
JASONSs, I might add, are an advisory
group to the Department of Defense.
They are academics and defense ex-
perts, think-tank experts. They are one
of the most top-level scientific groups
that advises the Department of De-
fense, so their expertise in this area is
without question.

Now, the JASONs in the past have
said they see some advantages to this
type of testing but the disadvantages
far outweigh the advantages in the
dangers to nonproliferation, to the
NPT, and so on—outweigh this—and
that has been their view in the past.
Another view was expressed on the
floor this morning. We are asking for
some clarification of that. And I hope
we can get that before our debate here
is concluded this morning.

In November 1994, just last fall, the
JASONSs specifically cited the effect of
renewed underground nuclear testing
upon U.S. nonproliferation goals as
grounds for their conclusion that they
oppose it. After considering NPT and
considering the advantages, and some
of which there were, they say, ‘“‘On bal-
ance, we oppose hydronuclear testing.”

That was last November. Even our
nuclear weapon labs have come around
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to the view that such testing is not
necessary to maintain the nuclear ar-
senal.

Dr. Frank Von Hippel, until recently
the Assistant Director for National Se-
curity in the White House Office of
Science and Technology Policy, goes so
far as to say that a resumption of nu-
clear testing—and this would be just
low-level nuclear testing, hydronuclear
testing
. . . would be seen as a fraud by virtually all
of the 170 nonnuclear states that agreed this
spring to an indefinite extension of the Non-
proliferation Treaty after receiving a com-
mitment that a Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty would be signed next year . . . Based
on U.S. experience, the objective value of
“‘reliability” tests is negligible in compari-
son with the costs of reneging on the deal
with the nonweapons States, which promises
that we will all work together against the
spread and to reduce the numbers of these
terrible devices.

That was published in the Los Ange-
les Times on July 26 of this year.

We have all sorts of definitions of
‘“‘comprehensive,’” I guess. I think com-
prehensive is pretty clear myself, but
comprehensive to me means these
lower-level tests also. So we need obvi-
ously a bit more predictability when
we attempt to forge a national policy
or craft a permanent international
treaty. But we cannot go on unilater-
ally contriving new definitions of our
international treaty commitments, a
lesson that unfortunately has yet to be
learned by supporters of provisions in
the current bill addressing the ABM
Treaty.

Mr. President, a basic nuclear fission
explosion is caused when a chemical
explosion forces a sudden release of en-
ergy from the nucleus of atoms, typi-
cally plutonium or highly enriched
uranium. In testing a nuclear explosive
device, there is no nuclear explosion if
the total energy released from a deto-
nation is equal to the yield from the
detonation of just the chemical explo-
sives in that test device. If, however,
you get some energy release greater
than the energy that is released from
the chemical explosive, then you have
a nuclear explosion. A device that pro-
duces such explosions is what we call a
nuclear explosive device.

Under current nuclear proliferation
sanctions legislation, our country im-
poses tough sanctions if nuclear non-
weapons states detonate a device that
produces a nuclear yield of only 1
pound, 1 pound of TNT equivalent.

The source for that is section 834 of
the Nuclear Proliferation Prevention
Act of 1994, Public Law 103-236. This
was a standard used by the United
States during a nuclear test morato-
rium between 1958 and 1961. It was used
at that time to define what was called
a hydronuclear experiment.

Section 3135 of the current bill makes
available $50 million for, ‘‘Preparation
for the commencement of a program of
hydronuclear experiments.” Later on,
in section 3165 of the bill, the bill
makes it clear that this bill intends to
include detonations with nuclear yields
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on the order of 20 tons of TNT to fall
within the category of ‘‘hydronuclear
tests’”’—that is in the bill—although
the series of tests during the old mora-
torium had nuclear yield of far less
than a pound of TNT.

The bill is therefore not only an ex-
treme diversion from historic TU.S.
practice but in establishing a 4-pound
testing level, it adopts a standard that
is four times higher than the standard
we now apply to other countries in im-
plementing our nuclear proliferation
laws. I think it opens up a Pandora’s
box for arms control professionals and
intelligence professionals who are re-
sponsible for verifying compliance with
a comprehensive test ban. Verifying
such a ban is difficult enough, but I
think it is far easier to verify that
there have been no nuclear explosions
whatsoever, than it is to determine
whether a given nuclear explosion at
an unknown location had a yield of 1, 3,
4, 5 pounds, or whatever.

Moreover, our current 1-pound defini-
tion for sanctions, which is still the
law, has nothing to do with restraints
on nuclear testing. As I clearly stated
on the floor in my remarks a couple
years ago, on May 27, 1993, this defini-
tion:

. is not intended to foreclose any other
definition that may be adopted in the course
of the negotiation of any future inter-
national agreement limiting the testing of
nuclear explosive devices, including a Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty.

I would today go further and say, no
test ban treaty that deserves the word
“‘comprehensive’ in its title can allow
nuclear explosions of any size, period.
That is what comprehensive means, no
nuclear explosions.

Explosive tests at even 1 pound and
below can give a proliferant country
some potential benefits, no doubt
about that, especially in the areas of
weapons safety, though there is no in-
dication that any proliferant country
has chosen that route to acquire the
bomb. When you go to 4 pounds, then 40
pounds, then 400 pounds, and beyond,
then you obviously run into more and
more proliferation risks. We drew the
line at 1 pound for sanctions purposes
many years ago, not to legitimize tests
below that level but simply to guar-
antee that no proliferant country could
escape from the force of U.S. sanctions
by undertaking exactly the type of so-
called hydronuclear experiments de-
scribed in the current bill.

In short, America should not be en-
couraging the world community to en-
gage in low-yield nuclear testing. A
comprehensive test ban must eliminate
all nuclear explosions. As I said on this
floor last March 16, it is essential that
we proceed with several measures to
strengthen controls against the global
spread of nuclear weapons, including:

Negotiation at the earliest possible date of
a verifiable—underline verifiable—perma-
nent comprehensive ban on the testing of nu-
clear explosive devices, with emphasis on
those words ‘‘verifiable,” ‘‘permanent,”
‘‘comprehensive’” and ‘‘ban.”’

Mr. President, we in the past have
seen Taiwan have a program for nu-
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clear weapons. We were able to bring
them around to turn that program off.
South Korea had a similar program at
one time. We turned that off. Iran is in
the process, we believe, now of heading
for nuclear weapons. We are trying to
turn that off. Pakistan has already
gone that route against our very seri-
ous objections. India went that route
in 1974.

Are we now to come into this debate
today and say that we are going to per-
form little bitty nuclear explosions,
but you people cannot do the same
things? It just does not make sense if
what we are trying to go to is a com-
prehensive test ban.

The debate today is ironic given that
we just do not need to perform
hydronuclear experiments to maintain
the reliability of our nuclear arsenal.
In fact, our Government is now invest-
ing billions in special facilities that
will enable our country to ensure the
safety and reliability of the stockpile
without nuclear explosive testing. And
that includes hydronuclear testing.
This is what is known as to the stock-
pile stewardship program.

Are there advantages to hy-
dronuclear testing? Of course there are.
I agree with that. But the dangers to
the NPT and the worldwide spread of
nuclear weapons as other countries see
us testing and decide to do the same
thing is far greater. The danger is far
greater than any advantage we get out
of the hydronuclear test.

If the hundreds upon hundreds of nu-
clear tests that we have undertaken
over the last half century have still not
given us a reliable arsenal, then this
dubious record surely offers sufficient
cause for us to question whether test-
ing is truly as efficient a method for
establishing a method of safety and li-
ability as its proponents claim it is.
The truth is, of course, that we already
have a safe and reliable arsenal. And a
good way to keep it that way without
testing is to leave the designs alone.

Supporters of the nuclear testing sec-
tion of the bill appear to want it both
ways, twice. They want both to resume
nuclear testing and fund big-ticket
nonnuclear test facilities. They also
want both to expand current nuclear
and missile defense capabilities and to
propagate the view that our potential
adversaries will do nothing in response
that will adversely affect our national
security. I am opposed to such rea-
soning, and I am sure I am not alone in
challenging these totally incompatible
goals.

I applaud the leadership of my friend
from Nebraska. Over the years he has
fought for restraints on nuclear test-
ing. I am proud to be included as a co-
sponsor of his amendment today. I
hope our colleagues have been fol-
lowing the debate here on the floor
today. And I hope we have an over-
whelming vote in support of the Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. I yield 10 minutes
to the able Senator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. I thank the chairman for
yielding me the time.

Mr. President, I rise in very strong
opposition to the Exon amendment and
in support of the committee’s position.

Let us begin with a redefinition here
of what we are talking about. What is
a hydronuclear test? All that the com-
mittee has done is to provide $50 mil-
lion to enable us to have the capability
to conduct such tests, should the ad-
ministration decide to go forward with
that decision.

A hydronuclear experiment is one in
which the conventional high explosive
yield is greater than the nuclear yield.

So we are, by definition, talking
about something that does not have a
high nuclear yield. As a matter of fact,
the kind of tests that have been con-
templated in the past are tests with ap-
proximately 4 pounds—4 pounds—of
material, between 1 and 4 pounds. All
these experiments provide is an experi-
mental calculation of the safety of the
stockpile. That is what we are talking
about here.

Now, what about the CTB, the com-
prehensive test ban? Would conducting
such tests run afoul of the test ban?
Well, we can quote no better authority
than one of our colleagues here in the
U.S. Senate who was here during the
debate on the Hatfield amendment.
And I refer to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts, Senator KENNEDY, who sug-
gested that such low-yield tests would
be perfectly acceptable within the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. On
September 18, 1992, Senator KENNEDY
said:

The first of these concerns—accidental det-
onation—can be resolved with safety tests
with an explosive power equivalent to a few
pounds or less of TNT. Such test need not be
limited under a comprehensive test ban.

That is on page S13965 of the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.

Now, the reason, of course, why, such
tests should be allowed under the CTB
is because they are not verifiable. As
the Senator from Ohio pointed out, the
CTB only works at levels where you
can verify that the nations that are ad-
hering to the treaty are, in fact, adher-
ing to the treaty. These low yields are
not verifiable. They are so small you
cannot detect them. That is why they
could not be included under a CTB.
That is why this has nothing to do with
the CTB. So let us get that off the
table right now.

The next point is: Why test? Law-
rence Livermore Laboratory estimates
that:

One-third of all of the weapon designs
placed in the U.S. stockpile between 1958 and
1987 required and received post-deployment
nuclear tests to resolve problems.

In other words, after we had put the
warheads on top of the missiles, or put
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them in the bombs in the planes, one-
third of all of those weapons required
and received postdeployment tests to
resolve problems that they had devel-
oped.

“In three-quarters of these cases the
problems were identified as a result of
nuclear testing.” In each case the
weapon was thought to be reliable and
adequately tested when it entered the
stockpile.

In other words, Mr. President, we
test in order to find out whether they
are still going to work, whether they
will be reliable, and whether they will
remain safe. These are the most com-
plex weapons in our entire inventory,
and yet they receive the least testing
once they have been deployed. We
shoot the guns. We fly the airplanes.
We sail the ships. This is called readi-
ness.

But some of our friends on the other
side do not want to know whether the
most complex weapons in our inven-
tory are reliable, whether they will
work, and whether they are safe. And
how can they possibly constitute an ef-
fective deterrent if those against whom
they might be used understand that
they have not been tested maybe for 30
years? We are talking about weapons,
warheads that will be in our inventory
for 30 years or more, never having been
tested. Lawrence Livermore notes that
in three-fourths of the cases where
testing was done, problems were identi-
fied as a result of that testing.

These weapons were thought to be re-
liable. Let me be very specific.

Of the 16 Lawrence Livermore devel-
oped warhead designs that entered the
stockpile between 1958 and 1987, several
were found to have problems. For six of
these, the WXX, the W84, the W79, the
W68, the W47, and the W45, the resolu-
tion of these problems involved nuclear
tests.

Further, of the 25 Los Alamos weapon
designs that were deployed between
1958 and 1987, one-third have required
postdeployment nuclear testing. That
is what we are talking about here.

Let us go to the element of safety,
because, obviously, we want our weap-
ons to be safe, and technology has im-
proved, has enhanced our capability of
making these weapons safe.

The 1990 Drell panel, which was con-
stituted to consider this issue, con-
cluded that ‘‘there is still room for sub-
stantive improvement in nuclear weap-
ons safety.”

One manner to improve the safety of
the warheads is to replace warheads—
the ones that have high explosives—to
ones with insensitive high explosives,
the so-called THE. High explosives can
be detonated in abnormal thermal pres-
sure or shock environments.

That can be a danger in a crash situ-
ation or a fire situation.

As the Drell panel noted, ‘“‘In certain
violent accidents, such as airplane fires
or crashes, HE has a high probability of
detonating, in contrast to IHE.” The
Drell panel concluded that:

. replacing warheads with HE with new
systems with IHE is a very effective way—
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perhaps the most important step—for im-
proving safety of the weapons stockpile from
scattering plutonium.

IHE was first introduced in 1979 in
the stockpile. As of early 1990, only 25
percent of the stockpile was equipped
with IHE. Incorporating IHE in the
stockpile could require design changes
and, thus, the requirement to retest
the weapon to ensure its ability to ac-
complish its military requirement.

So, Mr. President, both for reliability
reasons and for safety reasons, some
limited testing is necessary.

There has been a lot of quotation
here of the so-called—I should not say
‘‘so-called’”’—of the experts on the sub-
ject, because experts will differ in their
opinions and the JASONs are all ex-
perts and so are the directors of the
laboratories.

I quoted the statistics from the Law-
rence Livermore Laboratory and the
Los Alamos Laboratory. One of my col-
leagues said the lab directors are
against this. The lab directors are for
it. Ask Sig Hecker, who is the director
today of the Los Alamos Laboratory.
Some of the quotations were for pre-
vious directors. This is the current di-
rector of Los Alamos, and he says we
ought to have testing.

You can find whatever you want to in
the JASON report, but what my col-
league from Nevada is quoting from is
the most recent report. It is the draft
July 1995 report. That is the most re-
cent report.

Of course, they point out the fact
that there are some advantages and
some disadvantages, but one of their
conclusions is that experiments involv-
ing—actually let me read the first sen-
tence, because it will support the posi-
tion of the Senator from Nebraska. I do
not want to quote selectively, I am
going to quote the whole thing:

Underground testing of nuclear weapons at
any yield level below that required to ini-
tiate boosting is of limited value to the
United States.

They are talking about these very
low yield kind of tests.

But they go on:

However, experiments involving high ex-
plosives and fissionable material that do not
reach critical—

The ones we are talking about—
are useful in improving our understanding of
the behavior of weapons materials under rel-
evant physical conditions. They should be in-
cluded among treaty consistent activities.

That is the most recent JASON re-
port. Obviously, they discussed all of
the pros and cons, and there are pros
and cons of this kind of testing.

Let me just conclude with two
points, Mr. President. The Senator
from Nebraska, in his opening remarks,
talked about the wishy-washy advisers
of the President. I think who he had in
mind—he can correct me if I am
wrong—is the Secretary of Defense Wil-
liam Perry, perhaps among others. If
the Senator would like to correct me
right now.

Mr. EXON. The Senator is wrong, but
he has a right to be wrong.
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Mr. KYL. Will the Senator tell me
who he meant when he referred to the
wishy-washy advisers to the President?

Mr. EXON. There are a whole group
of wishy-washy advisers to the Presi-
dent. I talked about people inside the
Pentagon. The Secretary of Defense
supports my position. I hope you are
not saying the Secretary of Defense
supports your——

Mr. KYL. Yes, I am going to say that.

Mr. EXON. You are wrong. You have
a right to be wrong.

Mr. KYL. Because the Secretary of
Defense and the Defense Department in
May of this year had suggested to the
administration the desirability of these
kinds of tests. When the issue went to
the National Security Council and the
highest counsels, including the Presi-
dent, the Defense Department rec-
ommendations were shelved, they were
overruled.

As a result, we are not going to go
forward with these tests, although the
most recent Defense Department docu-
ment in July of this year, which I can
quote to you, does refer to the con-
tinuing open issue as to whether we
should go forward.

But in any event, I find it interesting
that this is the same Secretary of De-
fense who was so relied upon yesterday
in the debate on missile defense and
find it ironic that some people on the
floor were suggesting that the reason
we did not need missile defenses is be-
cause we could rely upon our triad, our
nuclear triad. You cannot have it both
ways. If you are not going to test reli-
ability and safety of the triad, then
you should be supporting missile de-
fense. If you are not going to support
missile defense, then you ought to be
supporting the effectiveness of our nu-
clear triad.

Mr. President, I want to conclude at
this point. The whole phrase, the whole
concept of stockpile stewardship im-
plies a responsibility. That is what
stewardship means. And these are the
most complex weapons in our inven-
tory. As I said, we test guns and planes
and ships regularly. It is called readi-
ness. I cannot believe that we are argu-
ing here about a 1-to-4 pound test that
does not reach criticality, where, by
definition, the conventional yield is
greater than the nuclear yield, and it
seems to me, therefore——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
INHOFE). The Senator’s time has ex-
pired.

Mr. KYL. The Senate ought to sup-
port the committee position and reject
the position of the Senator from Ne-
braska.

Mr. THURMOND. I yield 3 more min-
utes to the able Senator.

Mr. KYL. I thank the chairman for
yielding. I will take 30 seconds of that
time.

Let me say this. We all wish the nu-
clear genie had not been let out of the
bottle, but it was. I noted with inter-
est, Senator HATFIELD, Senator EXON,
and others commented about their ex-
perience in World War IT and glad that
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President Truman made the decision
he did, which probably brought that
horrible war to a conclusion much fast-
er than it would have been, and thank
God the weapon he chose to use
worked.

All we are saying is, in the future, 30
years from now we better know that
the weapons we rely on in our stockpile
will work. To do that, we need to be
prepared to conduct the very limited
tests, and that is going to require the
limited money included in the bill for
this purpose. That is why we need to
reject the Exon amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from South
Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. I yield 12 minutes
to the able Senator from Nevada.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada is recognized.

Mr. BRYAN. I thank the Chair, and I
thank the distinguished chairman of
the Senate Armed Services Committee.

Mr. President, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the amendment offered by my
good friend, the senior Senator from
Nebraska. During the course of the de-
bate this morning, references have
been made to the 50th anniversary of
the end of World War II and the use of
nuclear weapons at Hiroshima and
later Nagasaki. Let me say, I think
those references have absolutely noth-
ing to do with what we are talking
about today.

We are not debating whether we
should resume underground testing, as
it has been historically known at the
Nevada test site. That is not the issue
before us today. We are not debating
about the prospect of developing new
nuclear weapons. The issue, I think,
that was framed so artfully by the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from Ari-
zona, the question today is the safety
and reliability of the nuclear arsenal.

No scenario that I am familiar with
contemplates a future in terms of our
armed service deterrent that does not
include our nuclear arsenal. So safety
and reliability is essential and critical.

As a member of the Armed Services
Committee, I have joined my col-
leagues on a number of occasions ques-
tioning the Department of Energy and
the Department of Defense officials re-
garding our plans to maintain the safe-
ty and reliability of our nuclear weap-
ons stockpile in the absence of nuclear
testing.

In hearing after hearing, the answer
came back that we simply do not
know. Mr. President, no one in this
body can state with categorical cer-
tainty that our nuclear weapons arse-
nal has suddenly become safe and reli-
able for the foreseeable future, and
that there is no need to continue to as-
certain the safety and reliability of
that nuclear stockpile.

Nuclear weapons, by their very na-
ture, are extraordinarily complex sys-
tems. We simply do not understand the
effects of aging on many components
that make up each nuclear device.
Those who designed the nuclear weap-
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ons planned for our enduring stockpile
did not contemplate the maintenance
of these systems past their designed
life. Our national labs, which are ulti-
mately responsible for certifying the
safety and effectiveness of our nuclear
weapons systems, have initiated a
science-based stockpile stewardship
program, which aims to give us the in-
formation we need to know about the
nuclear stockpile without nuclear test-
ing.

Many of my colleagues are familiar
with these new strategies, including
the National Ignition Facility, the
ATLAS, the DAHRT, and many others.
Once these facilities are up and run-
ning, the labs anticipate the ability to
obtain much of the data previously
gathered through nuclear testing with-
out performing nuclear tests. But
science-based stockpile stewardship
has never been considered as a com-
plete substitute for all types of nuclear
tests or experiments for a number of
reasons.

Even when the science-based stock-
pile stewardship program is fully im-
plemented, there will still be gaps in
the type of knowledge our labs need to
gather. It is a common misperception
that the new simulator technology, an-
ticipated to become available soon,
will, in effect, simply simulate nuclear
tests and allow us to gather all of the
same data that a nuclear test may pro-
vide. Mr. President, nothing could be
further from the truth. Each of the
components of the science-based stock-
pile management program will provide
some of the data, which are issues of
concern, such as certifying the safety
and effectiveness of our weapons sys-
tem. None will provide all the data,
and even the combination of all of the
new technologies currently being con-
sidered will not eliminate the need for
certain types of actual testing with nu-
clear materials.

Given the high level of uncertainty
that remains regarding science-based
stockpile stewardship, the Senate
Armed Services Committee has taken a
very reasonable and responsible ap-
proach in the legislation currently be-
fore the Senate. The committee directs
preparations to conduct nuclear test-
ing should this type of testing become
necessary. The bill does not direct
hydronuclear testing, and hydronu-
clear tests would still have to be ap-
proved by the President of the United
States under current law.

It is, in my judgment, reckless for
our Nation to hold thousands of the
most powerful and dangerous weapons
known to mankind and not have the
knowledge or understanding of how to
maintain them.

Another concern regarding this
amendment is its affect on the Nevada
test site and the unique capabilities
this complex brings to the U.S. na-
tional security effort. The DOE stated
its intention to allow the readiness of
the Nevada test site to slip from 6
months up to 3 years. The Nevada test-
ing facility is a unique resource, and
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the Nation’s investment in it must be
protected. Personnel at the Nevada
test site are a small community of
highly specialized workers with exper-
tise found nowhere else in the world.
This capability is irreplaceable and
must not be risked. The combination of
an aging stockpile and the decaying
nuclear weapons expertise at the Ne-
vada test site and at the labs pose a di-
rect threat to the safety and reliability
of our stockpile.

It is important to note that
hydronuclear testing would not lead
the United States on a path to violate
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, as
has been suggested by some of our col-
leagues.

While negotiation positions are gen-
erally regarded as classified, it has
been reported in the media that the
United States favors a limit under the
CTB of hydronuclear tests with less
than 4 pounds of nuclear yield. Other
nations apparently want a much higher
yield.

It has been reported in the press that
Great Britain wants up to 100 pounds,
Russia wants tests up to 10 tons, and
France wants tests allowed up to 100 to
200 tons.

At this point, there is simply no way
to predict how the final CTB may be
negotiated. Even with the hydro-
nuclear testing program, the United
States can remain in full compliance
with all current international agree-
ments and the likely future provisions
of any CTB.

In fact, the Armed Services Com-
mittee report language specifies ‘‘trea-
ty complaint’ hydronuclear tests.

We must remember that even if
START II is ratified, the United States
will continue to maintain a stockpile
of thousands of nuclear weapons.

The reliability of these weapons
forms the basis of their existence as a
strategic deterrence. As our stockpile
of nuclear weapons is reduced, the reli-
ability of each nuclear weapon becomes
even more critical to an effective de-
terrence.

It is possible that only through
hydronuclear testing at the Nevada
test site can we have adequate assur-
ance that our nuclear weapons will
function as expected if a time should
ever be needed to use them in a crisis.

Almost one-half of the nuclear weap-
ons systems developed since 1970 have
needed nuclear testing to correct or
evaluate defects. Clearly, this amend-
ment could seriously hamper our con-
fidence in our nuclear weapons stock-
pile.

Mr. President, I am afraid this
amendment may, in some part, be mo-
tivated by a misunderstanding of what
the committee hoped to accomplish by
adding funding to the stockpile stew-
ardship account for hydronuclear test-
ing.

While the terminology may be con-
fusing, the committee does not envi-
sion a resumption of the type of nu-
clear tests that we have become famil-
iar with over the years. These are not
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full-scale tests of nuclear weapons, nor
are they intended to test for new weap-
on designs.

Very small hydronuclear tests may,
for example, test whether dropping a
weapon would result in a nuclear deto-
nation—a test that, I suggest, should
hardly raise nonproliferation concerns.

Such tests are not designed to im-
prove our ability to use nuclear weap-
ons against any future enemy. They
are designed to protect those in the
Armed Forces or the general public
who may be put at risk by an unsafe or
deteriorated weapon.

Other experiments, slightly larger,
but still nowhere near the level of a
full-scale test, and still completely
consistent with our treaty obligations,
could test the so-called ‘‘boost’ pro-
vided by the tritium components of a
weapon.

Some have argued that such tests are
largely irrelevant; the claim is made
that it makes little difference if the
yield of the nuclear weapon deterio-
rates only slightly over the period of
time. The answer to that, Mr. Presi-
dent, is that we simply have no assur-
ance, however, that an old weapon will
experience only a slight reduction in
yield.

While everyone hopes and assumes
that we will never use a nuclear weap-
on again, it is simply unconscionable
not to provide our military planners
the confidence they need in the antici-
pated yields of our nuclear weapon sys-
tems.

Again, I urge my colleagues to vote
against the amendment offered by the
senior Senator from Nebraska.

I yield the floor and the remainder of
my time to the able chairman of the
Senate Armed Services Committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. THURMOND. I yield Senator
KEMPTHORNE 10 minutes.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I
thank the chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee. With regard to this de-
bate, there is a reality, and the reality
is that we have a nuclear arsenal. It ex-
ists. Now, perhaps through START
Treaties we are going to see a reduc-
tion of the nuclear warheads. I think
we all want to see that continue. But
the reality is, we have a nuclear arse-
nal. And the reality is, Mr. President,
it is the oldest stockpile in our history.
Yet, we want to make sure that we
maintain the safety and the reliability
of that stockpile.

Talk about scenarios of disaster,
what happens if you have an unreliable
situation occur with a nuclear stock-
pile? Right now, we have a high level of
confidence. As we continue each year,
the confidence level goes down.

It is analogous to having an auto-
mobile that is working well today; does
that mean we should then shut down
all garages and diagnostic centers? No,
because the automobile is a machine,
and it will need to have monitoring and
repair, just as this machine that we
have of the nuclear arsenal will need.
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These hydronuclear tests with a yield
of about 4 pounds—and I agree with the
Senator from Nevada, I support, if
there is need for clarification, that it is
not more than 4 pounds— these 4-pound
tests should more accurately be called
experiments. These are safety experi-
ments. These experiments give detailed
data about how a weapon is aging. This
data is then used to draw decisions
about the safety and reliability of the
weapon.

These experiments are compatible
with the ongoing negotiations for a
comprehensive test ban. Indeed, during
a recent discussion with the DOD
Under Secretary Curtis, he pointed out
that hydronuclear experiments will be
compatible with a comprehensive test
ban.

Moreover, during the previous mora-
torium, an underground test from 1958
to 1961, the United States conducted
hydronuclear tests at the Los Alamos
National Laboratory. In testimony this
year, Dick Reis, the Department of En-
ergy official in charge of defense pro-
grams, acknowledged that there is no
guarantee that the proposed Science-
Based Stockpile Stewardship Program
will work.

What does that mean—the Science-
Based Stockpile Stewardship Program?
This is a program that has to come up
with computer modeling, physics ma-
chines, to understand the aging of
weapons. It will take about 10 years to
put this science-based stockpile reli-
ability program in place. And then per-
haps another 10 years to determine its
accuracy. Ten years before we will
have it in place, and another 10 years
to determine its accuracy. That is a
total of 20 years, Mr. President.

The design life of our nuclear stock-
pile is 20 years, roughly. Unfortu-
nately, that clock is not just starting.

As I said, we have the oldest stock-
pile in our history. So in 4 years, 5
years, when we hit the year 2000, many
of the elements to that arsenal will
have reached their design life capacity.

That does not mean they will no
longer be of value to us, but again the
confidence level goes down.

Dick Reis informed the Armed Serv-
ices Committee on May 16, ‘“‘The his-
tory of the stockpile has shown that
the continuous surveillance, repair and
replacement of components and sub-
systems is commonplace.”

We are spending billions of dollars on
Trident submarines, on D-5 missiles,
upgrades to the Minuteman missile,
but without a safe and reliable nuclear
stockpile, all of this investment could
be for naught.

The bill now on the floor authorizes
almost $200 million to maintain the Ne-
vada test site in a state of readiness.
The current administration policy says
we must be able to conduct an under-
ground test at the test site within 3
years of a decision to test. The invest-
ment to maintain the test site re-
quested by the President allows us to
leverage that investment and conduct
these experiments at minimum cost.
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On May 16, the Director of the Los
Alamos Laboratory, Dr. Hecker, testi-
fied before the Armed Services Com-
mittee. As part of his written testi-
mony, Dr. Hecker provided the com-
mittee with a document entitled ‘‘Nu-
clear Weapons Stewardship: Los Ala-
mos National Laboratory.”

Page 18 of this document states:

Hydronuclear experiments include some
fissile material but no nuclear explosion.
Only small amounts of energy are released.
They are used to assess primary performance
and safety. These experiments are important
for two reasons: They can be used, (1) to di-
rectly address the nuclear detonation safety
of the stockpile weapon; and, (2) to provide
important benchmark performance meas-
ures. Our plan is to gather baseline, hydro-
dynamic and hydronuclear data on all stock-
piled weapons systems.

In other words, hydronuclear tests
are an important component of the new
Science-Based Stockpile Stewardship
Program.

Mr. President, will we continue to
oppose hydronuclear experiments after
a comprehensive test ban treaty is
signed? In other words, are we going to
exclude these experiments from all fu-
ture stockpile stewardship activities?

I do not believe that is the position
of the Clinton administration. I do not
believe it is the position of the Armed
Services Committee. Given the uncer-
tainties in the Science-Based Stockpile
Stewardship Program and the time lag
before this program provides meaning-
ful data, the Armed Services Com-
mittee took what it believes to be the
prudent step of providing funds to pre-
pare for hydronuclear experiments that
are compatible with the comprehensive
test ban treaty, to stem the inevitable
decline in the confidence of our nuclear
stockpile.

There has been a great deal of ref-
erence as to what is the amount that
we are going to be testing—400 pounds,
4,000 pounds, 40,000 pounds. Again, it is
4 pounds. I will reference in the bill
itself, page 383, section 3165, Report on
Hydronuclear Testing:

The committee directs that the Secretary
of Energy is to move forward with the ‘‘prep-
aration of a comprehensive report” by the
directors of the two nuclear weapons design
laboratories on the relative costs and bene-
fits of alternative limits on the permitted
levels of hydronuclear testing to include 4
pounds, 400 pounds, 4,000 pounds, 40,000
pounds of yield.

But it is a report. It is a report on
the cost and benefit analysis.

Then it goes on to say:

The committee requests the preparation of
a single report with additional and/or dis-
senting views by each director as they deem
appropriate. The report should be delivered
to the congressional defense committees, the
Secretaries of Defense and Energy and the
Commander in Chief of the U.S. Strategic
Command for their comments.

That is what is in here. Again, Mr.
President, in summary, we have nu-
clear stockpile. It is the oldest in our
history. We better ensure the safety
and the stability of that stockpile. The
way they are proposing they will do
that is to now come up with a com-
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puter model program that is 10 years
away from now.

We are simply saying that one com-
ponent that will help us is the
hydronuclear experiments of not more
than 4 pounds. If that is not a very re-
alistic and responsible approach, I do
not know what is.

I yield the balance of my time back
to the chairman of the Armed Services
Committee.

Mr. THURMOND. I yield 7 minutes to
the able Senator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Thank you, Mr.
President. I thank the Senator from
South Carolina.

Mr. President, I rise to speak about
the importance of maintaining a safe
and reliable U.S. nuclear deterrent, and
in opposition to the amendment offered
by my friend, the senior Senator from
Nebraska.

Mr. President, the issue is not test-
ing of new weapons. It is assuring a
credible U.S. nuclear deterrent. If the
United States is to maintain a nuclear
weapons capability, we must be able to
assure the safety and reliability of our
existing stockpile.

Unless we have the capability to con-
tinue experiments and testing, we can-
not ensure either. We must continue to
make needed investments in nuclear
weapons stockpile maintenance.

Nothing in the bill that is pending
before us will violate any treaty or ob-
ligation, nor will it violate self-im-
posed moratorium on nuclear testing.
Hydronuclear testing will not violate
any existing U.S. treaty commitments,
nor would it violate the Comprehensive
Nuclear Test Ban Treaty that we are
trying to negotiate. But such testing
does provides the essential margin of
safety we need—short of the resump-
tion of full-scale nuclear testing. I
would add that the President has re-
served the right to resume testing, if
deemed to be vital to our national se-
curity interests and maintenance of
our nuclear deterrent.

The amendment that has been pro-
posed will nullify our ability to assure
to stockpile safety and reliability. We
will not get to the goal of a comprehen-
sive nuclear test ban treaty if we uni-
laterally preclude ourselves from con-
ducting essential stockpile mainte-
nance and relaiblity activities, includ-
ing hydronuclear testing.

One critical component of U.S. nu-
clear stockpile management is the
Pantex Nuclear Weapons Plant, a De-
partment of Energy [DOE] facility lo-
cated in Amarillo, TX. The Pantex
plant, along with Savannah River, Y-12
and the Kansas City plant, is one of the
few remaining production sites with
existing infrastructure and capabilities
that, if upgraded in place, can cost-ef-
fectively and meet the needs of nuclear
weapons stockpile management and
missile material disposition require-
ments identified in the Defense Depart-
ment’s Nuclear Posture Review.

However, Mr. President, I remain
very concerned that the Department of
Energy’s published 5-year budget plan
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calls for cuts in weapons activities of
up to 40 percent in fiscal year 1997 and
beyond. The DOE portion of the De-
fense authorization bill should be used
for its intended purpose—to meet the
nuclear deterrent capability our na-
tional security needs require.

Our nuclear weapons complex is un-
dergoing a crucial reconfiguration. I
am concerned that decisions could be
made which would both compromise
the integrity of our nuclear deterrent
and needlessly waste billions of dollars
of taxpayer money. The current and fu-
ture existence and full utilization of
our production sites, working with the
national labs, is critical to maintain-
ing an effective and efficient nuclear
deterrent.

Pantex, as the sole site in the United
States for assembly, disassembly, and
maintenance of nuclear warheads, as
well as the primary site for interim
storage of plutonium components re-
moved from these weapons, is key to a
cost-effective, competent nuclear de-
terrent in a scaled-back complex. Some
proposals in DOE would suggest that
Pantex and the other production sites
be phased out, with the Nevada test
site becoming the sole production site
for the complex.

This course, however, would not only
deprive our country of the ability to
remanufacture and deal with signifi-
cant weapons production if the need
ever arose, but would also result in the
needless recreation of a multibillion-
dollar infrastructure at Nevada which
already exists at the existing produc-
tion sites. By retaining and upgrading
Pantex as the primary stockpile stew-
ardship and management facility, we
would also realize other cost savings,
in the form of avoided transport cost
and duplicative environmental, secu-
rity, and safety expenditures.

We must ensure an orderly and safe
transition to civilian stewardship of
nuclear materials decommissioned
from military use. I believe that one of
the most critical national security
issues facing our country today is the
safe, environmentally sound, and se-
cure storage and disposition of these
materials. An example of this transi-
tion would be purification and fabrica-
tion of weapons components. Such ca-
pacity could complement a reactor for
the dedicated source of tritium produc-
tion, by fabricating mixed oxide fuel
from plutonium components for dis-
position in such a reactor.

One key element to implementation
of this transition for the entire com-
plex is the National Resource Center
for Plutonium, which is operated by a
consortium of Texas universities. The
center was funded at $9 million in fis-
cal year 1995, and the administration
and the House-passed version of the De-
fense authorization bill recommended
authority for $10 million in fiscal year
1996, with recommendations for con-
tinuing support in fiscal year 1997. This
center enjoys a symbiotic relationship
with the national labs, in its work with
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fissile
ments.

I would like to personally thank
Chairman THURMOND and Senators
LoTT and KEMPTHORNE for the out-
standing work done by the Senate
Armed Services Committee in bringing
needed attention to nuclear stockpile
management and the maintenance of
our nuclear deterrent capabilities,
which addresses, head-on, the concerns
raised in the Defense Department’s Nu-
clear Posture Review.

Mr. President, the position outlined
in the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee Defense authorization bill pro-
vides the Department of Energy with
clear guidance to maintain and en-
hance our nuclear deterrent capabili-
ties. At the same time, the bill pro-
vides direction to DOE to make the
necessary decisions to clean up nuclear
waste sites; to address the issue of plu-
tonium and highly enriched uranium
disposition; to consider new reactor op-
tions for disposition of fissile materials
and the disposition of fissile mate-
rials—plutonium—through fabrication
of mox fuel and the burning up of mox
fuel in a reactor; and finally to make a
rational choice, in the very near term,
for a dedicated source of tritium pro-
duction.

Mr. President, nuclear weapons
stockpile management is a critical ele-
ment in putting us on the right course
to meet our critical national security
requirements and this legislation sets
us on the right course and gives needed
direction and support to the Depart-
ment of Energy. I am proud to be part
of and supportive of the efforts of the
Senate Armed Services Committee to
address in a meaningful and realistic
manner our Nation’s critical national
security and defense needs.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I will yield
myself 3 minutes.

First, I would like to introduce let-
ters from the Secretary of Defense and
the Secretary of Energy, since their
names have been mentioned, in full
support of the Hatfield-Exon amend-
ment.

I would simply also advise the Senate
that, following the references made by
some Senators with regard to the new
JASON report, the Secretary of Energy
initiated a call to me. She was very
upset about the slant that was being
placed on this. She has furnished me a
full copy of the JASON report of Au-
gust 3. I submit that at this time to be
made part of the RECORD.

I ask unanimous consent the letters
and the report be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, DC, July 31, 1995.
Hon. JAMES EXON,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR EXON: Thank you for send-

ing me a copy of your June 20 letter to Presi-

material disposition supple-
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dent Clinton providing your views on the nu-
clear testing moratorium and the Com-
prehensive Test Ban (CTB) Treaty. I want to
assure you that U.S. policy on the nuclear
testing moratorium has not changed, and
there are no plans to change it. Based on the
assumption that a treaty will be signed be-
fore September 30, 1996, and subject to the
same understandings that govern our cur-
rent moratorium, the President extended the
moratorium until the CTB enters into force.

As you may know, the President has stated

that he considers the maintenance of a safe

and reliable nuclear stockpile to be a su-
preme national interest of the United States.

We are currently reviewing how best to en-

sure that this mandate can be carried out,

both now and in the future. Your letter pro-
vides an important perspective for our delib-
erations.
Sincerely,
WILLIAM J. PERRY.
THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY,
Washington, DC, August 3, 1995.

Hon. JAMES EXON,

Ranking Minority Member, Subcommittee on
Strategic Forces, Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR EXON: As the Senate con-
siders provisions relating to hydronuclear
experiments in S. 1026, the ‘‘National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
1996, as reported by the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee, I wanted to reiterate that
the President’s Fiscal Year 1996 budget re-
quest included no funds to conduct
hydronuclear experiments. The Administra-
tion stands behind its budget request.

Sincerely,
HAZEL R. O’'LEARY.

NUCLEAR TESTING

(Prepared by JASON, the MITRE Corp; Sid-
ney Drell, Chair, John Cornwall, Freeman
Dyson, Douglas Eardley, Richard Garwin,
David Hammer, John Kammerdiener, Rob-
ert LeLevier, Robert Peurifoy, John Rich-
ter, Marshall Rosenbluth, Seymour Sack,
Jeremiah Sullivan, and Fredrik
Zachariason; Aug. 3, 1995)

1 (U) SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

(U) We have examined the experimental
and analytic bases for understanding the per-
formance of each of the weapon types that
are currently planned to remain in the U.S.
enduring nuclear stockpile. We have also ex-
amined whether continued underground tests
at various nuclear yield thresholds would
add significantly to our confidence in this
stockpile in the years ahead.

(U) Our starting point for this examination
was a detailed review of past experience in
developing and testing modern nuclear weap-
ons, their certification and recertification
processes, their performance margins,! and
evidence of aging or other trends over time
for each weapon type in the enduring stock-
pile.

CONCLUSION 1

(U) The United States can, today, have
high confidence in the safety, reliability, and
performance margins of the nuclear weapons
that are designated to remain in the endur-
ing stockpile. This confidence is based on un-
derstanding gained from 50 years of experi-
ence and analysis of more than 1000 nuclear
tests, including the results of approximately
150 nuclear tests of modern weapon types in
the past 20 years.

(U) Looking to future prospects of achiev-
ing a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty
(CTBT), a stated goal of the United States
Government, we have studied a range of ac-

1Footnotes at end of article.
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tivities that could be of importance to ex-
tending our present confidence in the stock-
pile into the future. We include among these
activities underground experiments pro-
ducing sub-kiloton levels of nuclear yield
that might be permitted among the treaty-
consistent activities under a CTBT.

(U) Three key assumptions underlie our
study:

1. (U) The U.S. intends to maintain a cred-
ible nuclear deterrent.

2. (U) The U.S. remains committed to the
support of world-wide nonproliferation ef-
forts.

3. (U) The U.S. will not encounter new
military or political circumstances in the fu-
ture that cause it to abandon the current
policy—first announced by President Bush in
1992—of not developing any new nuclear
weapon designs.

CONCLUSION 2:

(U) In order to maintain high confidence in
the safety, reliability, and performance of
the individual types of weapons in the endur-
ing stockpile for several decades under a
CTBT, whether or not sub-kiloton tests are
permitted, the United States must provide
continuing and steady support for a focused,
multifaceted program to increase under-
standing of the enduring stockpile; to detect,
anticipate and evaluate potential aging
problems; and to plan for refurbishment and
remanufacture, as required. In addition the
U.S. must maintain a significant industrial
infrastructure in the nuclear program to do
the required replenishing, refurbishing, or
remanufacturing of age-affected components,
and to evaluate the resulting product; for ex-
ample, the high explosive, the boost gas sys-
tem, the tritium loading, etc. Important ac-
tivities in a stockpile stewardship program
that will sustain a strong scientific and tech-
nical base, including an experienced cadre of
capable scientists and engineers, are de-
scribed in the body of this study.

(U) The proposed program will generate a
large body of technically valuable new data
and challenging opportunities capable of at-
tracting and retaining experienced nuclear
weapons scientists and engineers in the pro-
gram. This is the intent of DOE’s currently
planned stockpile stewardship program.2 For
the success of this program, the management
of the three weapons laboratories (LANL,
LLNL, SNL) must motivate, support, and re-
ward effort in an area that has lost some of
its glamor and excitement in the absence of
new nuclear design and test opportunities.

(U) Nevertheless, over the longer term, we
may face concerns about whether accumu-
lated changes in age-affected weapons com-
ponents, whose replacements might have to
be manufactured by changed processes, could
lead to inadequate performance margins and
reduced confidence in the stockpile.

(U) Enhancements of performance margins
will add substantially to long-term stockpile
confidence with or without underground
tests. To cite one example, we can adjust the
boost gas fill or shorten the time interval be-
tween fills. (This is discussed more fully in
the classified text.)

CONCLUSION 3:

(U) The individual weapon types in the en-
during stockpile have a range of performance
margins, all of which we judge to be ade-
quate at this time. In each case we have
identified opportunities for further enhanc-
ing their performance margins by means
that are straightforward and can be incor-
porated with deliberate speed during sched-
uled maintenance or remanufacturing activi-
ties. However greatest care in the form of
self-discipline will be required to avoid sys-
tem modifications, even if aimed at ‘‘im-
provements’’, which may compromise reli-
ability.
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(U) This brings us to the issue of the use-
fulness, importance, or necessity of reduced-
yield (less than 1 kiloton) underground tests
for maintaining confidence in the weapon
types in the U.S. stockpile over a long period
of time.

(U) For the U.S. stockpile, testing under a
500 ton yield limit would allow studies of
boost gas ignition and initial burn, which is
a critical step in achieving full primary de-
sign yield. The primary argument that we
heard in support of the importance of such
testing by the U.S. is the following: the evi-
dence in several cases and theoretical anal-
yses indicate that results of a sub-kiloton (~
500 tons) test of a given primary that
achieves boost gas ignition and initial burn
can be extrapolated to give some confidence
in the yield of an identical primary with full
boosting. Therefore, if a modified or remanu-
factured primary is introduced into the
stockpile in the future to correct some aging
problem, such tests on the modified system
would add to confidence that the perform-
ance of the new primary is still adequate.

(U) It follows from this argument that the
utility to the U.S. of testing at yields of up
to approximately 500 tons depends on such
tests being performed on a continuing basis
and yielding reproducible results. If they are
permitted only for a few years, such tests
could add to the theoretical understanding of
the boosting process and the reliability of
the computer-codes that attempt to describe
it, but would not contribute directly to the
reliability of the weapon in the enduring
stockpile in view of the possible manufac-
turing changes made at a later date. To gain
evidence as to whether long-term changes in
age-affected weapons components have any
impact on boost-performance the tests would
have to be made with the remanufactured
weapons themselves.

CONCLUSION 4:

(U) In order to contribute to long term
confidence in the U.S. stockpile, testing of
nuclear weapons under a 500 ton yield limit
would have to be done on a continuing basis,
which is tantamount to remaking a CTBT
into a threshold test ban treaty. While such
ongoing testing can add to long term stock-
pile confidence, it does not have the same
priority as the essential stockpile steward-
ship program endorsed in Conclusion 2, nor
does it merit the same priority as the meas-
ures to enhance performance margins in Con-
clusion 3. In the last analysis the technical
contribution of such a testing program must
be weighed against its costs and its political
impact on the non-proliferation goals of the
United States.

CONCLUSION 5:

(U) Underground testing of nuclear weap-
ons at any yield level below that required to
initiate boosting is of limited value to the
United States. However experiments involv-
ing high explosives and fissionable material
that do not reach criticality are useful in
improving our understanding of the behavior
of weapons materials under relevant physical
conditions. They should be included among
treaty consistent activities that are dis-
cussed more fully in the text.

(U) This conclusion is based on the fol-
lowing two observations.

(U) [(a)] So-called hydronuclear tests, de-
fined a limited to a nuclear yield of less than
4 Ibs TNT equivalent, can be preformed only
after making changes that drastically alter
the primary implosion. A persuasive case has
not been made for the utility of
hydronuclear tests for detecting small
changes in the performance margins for cur-
rent U.S. weapons. At best, such tests could
confirm the safety of a device against pro-
ducing detectable nuclear yield if its high
explosive is detonated accidentally at one
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point. We find that the U.S. arsenal has nei-
ther a present nor anticipated need for such
re-confirmation. The existing large nuclear
test data base can serve to validate two- and
three-dimensional computational techniques
for evaluating any new one-point safety sce-
narios, and it should be fully exploited for
this purpose.

(U) [(b)] Testing with nominal yields up to
a 100-ton limit permits examination of as-
pects of the pre-boost fission process. How-
ever, this is at best a partial and possibly
misleading performance indicator.

(U) An agreement to limit testing to very
low yields raises the issue of monitoring
compliance. We have not made a detailed
study of this issue, but not the following: Co-
operative, on-site monitoring would be nec-
essary, and relevant measurements, includ-
ing for example neutron yields, could be
made without compromising classified infor-
mation on bomb designs.

(U) We have reviewed the device problems
which occurred in the past and which either
relied on, or required, nuclear yield tests to
resolve.

CONCLUSION 6:

(U) For the weapon types planned to re-
main in the enduring stockpile we find that
the device problems which occurred in the
past, and which either relied on, or required,
nuclear yield tests to resolve, were primarily
the result of incomplete or inadequate de-
sign activities. In part, these were due to the
more limited knowledge and computational
capabilities of a decade, or more, ago. We are
persuaded that those problems have been
corrected and that the weapon types in the
enduring stockpile are safe and reliable in
the context of explicit military require-
ments.

(U) Should the U.S., in future, encounter
problems in an existing stockpile design
(which we do not anticipate at present) that
are so serious as to lead to unacceptable loss
of confidence in the safety, effectiveness, or
reliability of a weapons type, it is possible
that testing of the primary at full yield, and
ignition of the secondary, would be required
to certify a specified fix. Useful tests to ad-
dress such problems generate nuclear yields
in excess of approximately 10 kT. DOE’s cur-
rently planned enhanced surveillance and
maintenance program is intended to alert us
to any such need that may arise. A ‘‘supreme
national interest’” withdrawal clause that is
standard in any treaty to which this nation
is a signatory would permit the U.S. to re-
spond appropriately should such a need arise.

CONCLUSION T7:

(U) The above findings, as summarized in
Conclusions 1 through 6, are consistent with
U.S. agreement to enter into a Comprehen-
sive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) of unending du-
ration, that includes a standard ‘‘supreme
national interest’” clause. Recognizing that
the challenge of maintaining an effective nu-
clear stockpile for an indefinite period with-
out benefit of underground tests is an impor-
tant and also a new one, the U.S. should af-
firm its readiness to invoke the supreme na-
tional interest clause should the need arise
as a result of unanticipated technical prob-
lems in the enduring stockpile.

FOOTNOTES

1Defined as the difference between the minimum
expected and the minimum needed yields of the pri-
mary.

2See the 1994 JASON Report JSR-94-345 on
‘“‘Science Based Stockpile Stewardship”.

Mr. EXON. I just want to summarize
what the situation is with regard to
this report. Senator REID, Senator KYL,
and probably others have confused the
just-completed JASON report. But
they did not reveal the full story. They
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are simply wrong, and they are com-
paring oranges with lemons. The entire
quotation in the JASON report just put
out, on hydronuclear testing, is as fol-
lows:

A persuasive case has not been made for
the utility of hydronuclear tests for detect-
ing small changes in the performance margin
for current U.S. weapons.

So the newest JASON report does not
endorse nuclear tests. Also, the par-
ticular quotation used by the Senator
lacks accuracy. When they quote the
JASON report as saying, “However, ex-
periments involving high explosives
and fissionable material that do not
reach criticality are useful in improv-
ing our understanding of * * * weapons
materials,” the Senator fails to men-
tion the most important point, that
the experiments that do not reach
criticality are not hydronuclear tests.
They are not hydronuclear tests.

I simply point out that the portion of
the report that the Senator quotes
deals with experiments that are not
hydronuclear in any way. Again, the
JASON report is very clear. I quote
from it.

A persuasive case has not been made for
the utility of hydronuclear tests . . .

I hope this begins to set the record
straight. I yield 5 minutes to my col-
league from Michigan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, first let
me thank the Senator from Nebraska
for yielding but also, most important,
for the legislative initiatives which he
and Senator HATFIELD and others have
taken over the years to try to stop the
proliferation of nuclear weapons
through a comprehensive ban on nu-
clear testing. And they are related.
And that is the whole issue.

We recently were able to obtain the
continuation of the Nuclear Non-
proliferation Treaty. We fought really
hard for that and we got other nations
to go along with it. We did so based on
our commitment to a comprehensive
test ban treaty. We are in no position
to tell other nations that they cannot
have nuclear weapons, even though we
do, if we are going to ignore our com-
mitments to them to obtain a com-
prehensive test ban—emphasis on the
word  ‘‘comprehensive’’—when that
commitment to them and that rep-
resentation to them was part and par-
cel of our getting a nonproliferation
treaty. That is the issue. It is the pro-
liferation of nuclear weapons.

That is why the statement that was
made by the DOD and DOE scientific
advisory group—called JASON—rel-
ative to hydronuclear tests, is so im-
portant. I am going to read that again
because this, to me, is really the heart
of the issue. We are talking about
hydronuclear tests. This is what they
said just last November:

The very limited added value of
hydronuclear tests have to be weighed
against costs and against the impact of con-
tinuing an underground testing program at
the Nevada test site on U.S. nonproliferation
goals.
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That is what they say. This is the
JASON group which has been referred
to so many times this morning. These
are the scientists that advise the DOE
and DOD, and this is the weighing
process, the limited added wvalue, of
which there is some. Everyone con-
cedes that tests have value. The ques-
tion is, Do the benefits outweigh the
costs? We have done a lot of that in
regulatory reform lately talking about
cost-benefit analysis.

So what our DOD and DOE scientists
did last November was weigh the bene-
fits, the Ilimited added value of
hydronuclear tests against the costs.
That is, in their words, the impact of
continuing that program, an under-
ground testing program at the Nevada
test site on U.S. nonproliferation goals.

What is their conclusion? Now I am
quoting JASON:

On balance, we oppose hydronuclear test-
ing.

Why? These are their words:

Since hydronuclear tests would be poten-
tially more valuable to proliferants, it would
be in our national interest to forego them.

That, for me, is the bottom line. We
have spent a lot of time here trying to
figure out how we can defend against
nuclear weapons, either in the theater
system, short-range missiles delivering
them, or in long-range missiles deliv-
ering them.

This body I think is darned near
unanimous on how we are going to try
to defend against theater missiles. We
are very much divided as to the best
way to defend against the long-range
missiles. But proliferation is the great-
est threat in the future to this coun-
try—proliferation of nuclear weapons.

Our best scientists say hydronuclear
tests are potentially more valuable to
proliferants—the bad guys—than they
are to us and, therefore, it would be in
our national interest to forego them.

What the current JASON report says
in this is the one that was quoted by
our good friend from Nevada. He
quoted the section that relates to tests
which have no nuclear yield, tests
which do not reach criticality. That is
not the issue before us. Those are hy-
drodynamic tests. Those are not
hydronuclear tests. Those have zero
nuclear yield. There is no criticality.
And he read a section of the report
that was just released last night which
said, ‘‘Experiments involving high ex-
plosives and fissionable material that
do not reach criticality are useful in
improving our understanding in behav-
ior of weapons.”

That is true. But there is no down-
side on that. That is not a nuclear test.
That is not a nuclear experiment. That
does not reach criticality. There is no
nuclear yield.

The next page of this same most re-
cent report is the one that Senator
EXON has just quoted from reasserting
the conclusion of the JASON group
against hydronuclear testing.

I thank the Chair. I thank my friend
from Nebraska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?
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Mr. PELL addressed the Chair.

Mr. EXON. I yield 1 minute to the
Senator from Massachusetts, and fol-
lowing that, 1 minute to the Senator
from Rhode Island.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sup-
port the Exon amendment to delete the
section on nuclear testing. For the sec-
ond time in 2 days we are addressing
provisions of the committee bill that
go against the tide of history, and
would send us back to the days of the
cold war and the nuclear arms policies
of that period.

In April, the United States reached a
new milestone with the permanent ex-
tension of the Nuclear Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty. This treaty, first signed in
1968, is a solemn agreement by 178 na-
tions to halt the spread of nuclear
weapons.

Achieving this goal was not a fore-
gone conclusion when the treaty exten-
sion conference commenced. The five
nuclear weapons states agreed to work
in good faith for a comprehensive test
ban in 1996. It was understood by all
the nations at the conference that a
test ban will be the single most impor-
tant step we can take to ensure that
the non-proliferation treaty will be ob-
served and maintained.

The bill and the Thurmond amend-
ment calling for the administration to
prepare for nuclear tests runs directly
contrary to the principle we accepted
at the non-proliferation conference.
Some argue that test in question—
called a hydronuclear test—is not a
real nuclear test. That is not true in
terms of physics, and it is not true in
terms of public policy.

In physics, a hydronuclear test is a
very low yield explosion, but it is a nu-
clear explosion nonetheless. Moreover,
it is a type of explosion that the United
States does not need to maintain the
safety and reliability of our nuclear ar-
senal. This view has been stated and re-
affirmed by Energy Secretary Hazel
O’Leary, and by many technical ex-
perts, including the JASON panel. We
can use alternative methods, such as
advanced simulations and other non-
nuclear technical means, to ensure the
safety and reliability of our stockpile.

In terms of public policy, a
hydronuclear test is clearly regarded
as a nuclear explosion by many of the
signatories to the NPT. They have
made it clear that they will not accept
a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty that
allows for hydronuclear tests.

That is the reality. Some may wish it
was otherwise. In the past, I have sug-
gested that such tests, if small enough,
might be acceptable under a com-
prehensive test ban. But clearly other
nations disagree, and the goal of a
comprehensive test ban is too impor-
tant to lose.

The Exon amendment will enable us
to take the next important step in the
post-cold war era— the achievement of
a comprehensive test ban that will
serve as the cornerstone in that all im-
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portant battle to prevent the prolifera-
tion of nuclear weapons. I urge the
adoption of the amendment.

This is a sound, sensible amendment.
I hope that it will be agreed to.

I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I support
the amendment being offered by the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], and
am pleased to be a cosponsor. This
amendment would remove from the
Armed Services Committee bill the re-
quirement that $50 million be spent in
preparation for hydronuclear testing.

In one respect, I believe the com-
mittee bill would set our Nation on an
unfortunate course. It in effect would
place the United States in a position of
moving toward a new nuclear testing
program. This would deflect us from
the current strong administration ef-
fort to achieve a comprehensive test
ban and it would send an unmistakable
signal to other nations of the world
that the United States is not serious
and purposeful in its quest of a test
ban.

Those who joined with us in the deci-
sion this spring to extend the Non-Pro-
liferation Treaty could come to no
other conclusion than that the United
States had acted in bad faith in order
to secure approval of extension of the
treaty. This would be an unfortunate
effect of any such decision to go for-
ward with a testing program that sim-
ply is not needed to safeguard our na-
tional security.

Mr. President, I believe that this
amendment will leave the way open to
the successful completion of test ban
negotiations in Geneva. That negotia-
tion is in process now with the goal of
achieving a comprehensive test ban
next year.

I would hope that such a ban can be
in place by October 1, 1996, as envisaged
in legislation over the last several
years. Until that time, I would hope
that the United States would continue
to adhere to the present moratorium
on nuclear testing. I believe that the
President should Dbe commended
strongly for his steadfastness in this
regard.

Some years ago President John F.
Kennedy reached a breakthrough
agreement with the Soviet leadership
that brought the first agreed limit on
nuclear testing. That agreement, the
Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963, for-
bade nuclear testing in the atmos-
phere, in outer space, and under water.
It allowed testing only underground
and required that testing be done in
such a way that the world be spared
from radioactive poisoning from the
debris of nuclear tests.

Moving beyond that Limited Test
Ban Treaty has been difficult and tor-
tuous. President Nixon accomplished
the Threshold Test Ban Treaty in 1974
and his successor, President Ford, ne-
gotiated the Peaceful Nuclear Explo-
sions Treaty. It took more than 10
years to get these treaties ratified and
in place.
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Currently, the five nuclear powers
are following different courses. We and
the British, who must use our testing
site, are adhering to a moratorium.
The Russians are also adhering to a
moratorium. The Chinese are following
a nuclear testing program in anticipa-
tion that a test ban may be achieved.
The French have just unleased a polit-
ical firestorm in the Far East by an-
nouncing a series of tests in the South
Pacific.

Earlier this year the President of the
United States made the very wise deci-
sion to abandon U.S. efforts to nego-
tiate a treaty with a provision allowing
an easy exit from the treaty at the 10-
year mark. This provision could ac-
commodated those who would like a
comprehensive test ban to be effective
and in force for only 10 years. Nonethe-
less it worried those nations who fear
that the nuclear superpowers do not, in
fact, intend to end nuclear testing for
all time. The President understood
these concerns and decided to nego-
tiate a treaty without an easy exit. As
is the case with most treaties, nations
will be able to get out of the treaty if
they find their supreme national inter-
ests are jeopardized.

Unfortunately, there have been pro-
tracted discussions on whether to allow
exceptions under the treaty and what
kind of exceptions they should be.
Some of the parties would like to see a
reduced threshold for nuclear testing
rather than elimination of testing.
Some would like to see so-called peace-
ful nuclear explosions revived. Still
others would like to see safety and reli-
ability testing be permitted. In our
own country, these discussions have
led from the suggestion that detona-
tions with explosive power of several
pounds be permitted. This has led still
further to advocacy by some in the de-
fense community of flexibility in the
treaty that would allow hydronuclear
explosions of several tons, or even hun-
dreds of tons of explosive power.

Mr. President, we would delude our-
selves if we believe that the nations of
the world, having agreed to the perma-
nent extension of the Non-Proliferation
Treaty this spring at our behest, would
now agree to allow continued nuclear
testing under any guise. We are com-
mitted to these nations to bring nu-
clear testing to a halt. We should not
be dissuaded from pursuing that
course.

The authorization bill as written
would require hydronuclear testing and
essentially deflect us from our goal of
a complete end to nuclear testing. The
Exon amendment would get rid of this
provision and allow the President to
pursue the present course. I hope the
Senate would have the wisdom to agree
to the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr.
have 2 minutes left.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two
minutes, fifty-one seconds.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
rise to support the prudent and reason-

President, I
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able attempt to plan for the resump-
tion of treaty compliant hydronuclear
testing, as contained in the Thurmond-
Domenici amendments.

Every weapons system, indeed every
machine in our technological society,
requires testing. Hydronuclear testing
is the only tool left to assess our con-
fidence in the safety and reliability of
the shrinking U.S. nuclear stockpile.

DOE testimony to the House states
that the potential alternative to test-
ing, science-based stewardship, is not
guaranteed to work. If it does work, it
will take 15 to 20 years to perfect.
Given this risk, it is imprudent to give
the sole remaining tool which can per-
form a reality check on the primary of
a nuclear weapon in a dynamic envi-
ronment.

No other nation should feel threat-
ened that we feel the need to keep our
weapons safe and reliable. I urge the
defeat of the Exon-Hatfield amendment
and demonstrate a strong support for
our Nation’s nuclear deterrence.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I will use 1
minute out of my leader time.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that following the first of the con-
secutive votes, there be 4 minutes of
debate equally divided between Sen-
ator THURMOND and the sponsor of each
amendment before each of the remain-
ing votes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. DOLE. I ask unanimous consent
that the following amendments be the
only first-degree amendments in order
to S. 1206, and that they be limited to
relevant second-degree amendments.

I will submit the list, since there are
185 amendments; 1056 Democratic
amendments and 80 on the Republican
side.

This has been approved by both sides.
At least it gets us to a limit.

I do not know how we can finish this
bill. Senator THURMOND is prepared to
stay all night tonight. He has a plane
at 5:30 in the morning.

So we can go at least until 5:30.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOLE. I ask unanimous consent
that the list be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

POSSIBLE AMENDMENTS—MAJORITY

Abraham: Burdensharing, manufacturing
technology.

Brown: Fitzsimmons, Pakistan, Pakistan,
Pueblo, Pueblo, Taiwan.

Campbell: Fitzsimmons Army Hospital.

Cohen: Information technology relevant.

D’Amato: Land conveyance, transfer of
real property, waste water treatments.

Dole: JPATS.

Domenici: Energy, USMER ranchers, DNA
microwave, Army ground radar, Army EAC,
Flirs for customs, AF laser, spouse abuse.

Faircloth: Subtitle D.
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Gramm: Relevant.

Grassley: DOD executive aircraft, reduce
funding level, defense modernization ac-
count, sale of aircraft.

Helms: Battle of Midway, Fort Bragg, rel-
evant.

Inhofe: PFNA, CATT Program.

Kempthorne: Relevant.

Kyl: Nunn-Lugar funding, Coop threat re-
duction.

Lott: ABM review sec. 237, relevant, rel-
evant, relevant, hydra 70.

McCain: Land conveyance, Wyoming,
Olympics, land conveyance, Montana, BRAC
improvement, U.N. peacekeeping.

McCain/Campbell/Brown: .

Murkowski: North Korea, military hous-

ing.

Nickles-Inhofe: F't. Sill Milcon.

Pressler: Jr ROTC, Indian reservations,
relevant.

Shelby: Battlefield Integration Center,
BMD Technology Center, DSETS.

Smith: DAGGR, Brac leases, relevant.

Specter: Bosnia war crimes.

Stevens: Rules for acquisition/subcont,
cargo preference.

Thurmond: Air Force Reserve, relevant,
awards, report requirements, relevant (per-
sonnel), Defense Cooperative relation, rel-
evant, relevant, relevant, relevant, relevant,
relevant.

Warner: Relevant fissile materials,
evant, relevant, relevant, relevant.

Warner/Kempthorne: Nuclear spent fuel.

POSSIBLE AMENDMENTS—MINORITY

Akaka: SoS French nuclear test.

Bingaman: Funds ongoing ops., Funds
TRP, Pentagon renovation, relevant, rel-
evant, relevant.

Boxer: Military convicts, Land convey-
ance, Executive compensation, relevant.

Breaux: Cargo preference.

Bradley: Budget cap, F22, Comanche.

Bumpers: Relevant, relevant, relevant, Ft.
Chafee.

Byrd: Relevant, relevant, relevant.

Conrad: Relevant.

Daschle: Health care, relevant, relevant.

Dorgan: Land conveyance, relevant.

Exon: Nuclear testing report, Navy nuc.
fuel storage, ASAT funding.

Feinstein: Jordan draw down, repeal sec.
382, land conveyance, military const. auth.

rel-

ext., defense conversion, relevant, base
reuse.
Ford: ROTC.

Glenn: Service academy requirements, hu-
manitarian assistance, defense moderniza-
tion, IRIS, relevant, relevant.

Harkin: Burdensharing, civil air patrol,
relevant, relevant, relevant.

Heflin: Start 1, advance technologies, test
equipment.

Johnston: Relevant.

Kennedy: Relevant, relevant.

Kohl: Authorization levels, Env. advisory
board.

Lautenberg: Relevant, relevant.

Leahy: Land mine moratorium, land mine
clearance.

Levin: Relevant, relevant, relevant, rel-
evant, relevant, relevant, relevant.
Mikulski: Relevant, relevant Holskid

BRAC Disposal.

Nunn: J ROTC, civil military cooperative,
civil military cooperative, civil military co-
operative, relevant, relevant, relevant, Mis-
sile Defense, relevant, relevant.

Pell: Relevant, relevant.

Pryor: Leasing provision on closed bases,
SoS director oper. test. & eval., testing of
TMD, report arms export control, relevant,
relevant.

Reid: Relevant, relevant.

Robb: Relevant, relevant, pilots rescue
radio, reserve authorization, commercial
ship research, privatization of military air.
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Sarbanes: Anechoic Chamber, Pax River
Ready Reserve Fleet.

Simon: IMET provision, peacekeeping
funding, contingency force peace operations,
land exchange.

Wellstone: Relevant.

———

ADJOURNMENT OF THE TWO
HOUSES

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed
to the immediate consideration of
House Concurrent Resolution 92 just
received from the House. I ask that it
be read so that all Members will know
what it is.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:.

A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 92)
providing for an adjournment of the two
Houses.

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That when the House ad-
journs on the legislative day of Friday, Au-
gust 4, 1995, pursuant to a motion made by
the Majority Leader, or his designee, it stand
adjourned until noon on Wednesday, Sep-
tember 6, 1995, or until noon on the second
day after Members are notified to reassemble
pursuant to section 2 of this resolution,
whichever occurs first; and that when the
Senate recesses or adjourns on any day be-
ginning on Saturday, August 5, 1995, through
Saturday, August 19, 1995, pursuant to a mo-
tion made by the Majority Leader, or his
designee, in accordance with this resolution,
it stand recessed or adjourned until noon on
Tuesday, September 5, 1995, or until such
time on that day as may be specified by the
Majority Leader or his designee in the mo-
tion to recess or adjourn, or until noon on
the second day after Members are notified to
reassemble pursuant to section 2 of this con-
current resolution, whichever occurs first.

SEC. 2. The Speaker of the House and the
Majority Leader of the Senate, acting jointly
after consultation with the Minority Leader
of the House and the Minority Leader of the
Senate, shall notify the Members of the
House and Senate, respectively, to reassem-
ble whenever, in their opinion, the public in-
terest shall warrant it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the concurrent resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the concurrent
resolution.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the concurrent res-
olution be considered and agreed to,
and that the motion to reconsider be
laid upon the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

So, the concurrent resolution (H.
Con. Res. 92) was agreed to.

Mr. DOLE. I thank my colleague. If
that took more than 1 minute, take it
out of my leader’s time.

———

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the Exon amend-
ment.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DOLE. Can we get the yeas and
nays on all the amendments?

Mr. EXON. I will be glad to incor-
porate that. I ask for the yeas and nays
on all of the amendments with ref-
erence to the matter that we have been
debating.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DOLE. So there will be the yeas
and nays on four amendments.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
yield back any time remaining, and I
am going to move to table the Exon
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

Mr. EXON. I make an inquiry of the
Chair. I thought that the yeas and nays
on the Exon amendment had been or-
dered.

Is that not correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. EXON. Then a tabling motion
would not be in order at this time,
would it?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised by the Parliamen-
tarian that a tabling motion would be
in order.

Is there a sufficient second on the ta-
bling motion?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Exon amend-
ment is set aside. The Senator from
Nevada [Mr. REID] is recognized to
offer an amendment, on which Senator
REID will control 40 minutes and Sen-
ator THURMOND will control 20 minutes.

The Senator from Nevada.

AMENDMENT NO. 2113 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2111
(Purpose: To strike the provision designating

the location of the new tritium production

facility of the Department of Energy)

Mr. REID. I send an amendment to
the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID], for
himself and Mr. BRYAN, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 2113 to amendment No. 2111:

On page 29 of the amendment, strike lines
18 through 21.

Mr. REID. The record should read as
on the amendment that this is offered
on behalf of both Senators from Ne-
vada.

Mr. President, I object to the section
of this amendment that directs the De-
partment of Energy to site its new trit-
ium production facility at Savannah
River.

For Members of the Senate, let me
explain briefly what we are talking

The

August 4, 1995

about. Tritium is an element that is
critical to all modern nuclear weapons.
However, it is radioactive and decays.
Our weapons will cease to work if we
do not periodically replace the tritium.
We do not now in the United States
have the ability, the capability to
produce tritium. We must develop a
new tritium source.

We are, in this amendment, striking
from this Thurmond amendment the
specification that this new producer of
tritium shall be in Savannah River.
This is not an appropriate action and
certainly it is not an appropriate issue
for legislative action.

Decisions like this belong with the
administrative branch of our Govern-
ment. Decisions like this must be based
on a complete analysis of many com-
plex technical and economic decisions.
A fair and impartial assessment of al-
ternatives for different techniques and
sites is what is called for. To think
that we, as a Senate, can step in with-
out hearings, without any procedures
at all to indicate what would be the
proper site for this production facility
would be absolutely wrong.

It is clear the reason that this is in
the bill is because of the chairman of
the committee being from South Caro-
lina. There is no other reason. The fact
is there are a number of sites that the
Department of Energy and this admin-
istration generally are looking at to
determine where would be the best
place to put it. One of the sites, of
course, is at the Nevada test site.

If there were a vote taken today with
the people in the Department of De-
fense, people in the Department of En-
ergy who are making the decision, Ne-
vada would probably win, but that is
not how these decisions are made. It is
not by a vote. It is by people who are
administrators, who listen to the ex-
perts who work under them and for
them and with them to determine
where would be the best place to site
this production facility. It certainly
should not be done in a site specific
amendment as we are now asked to
consider.

Why does South Carolina feel that
they must legislate the outcome of this
issue? Why should not South Carolina
and the Members of this Senate be will-
ing to take their chances that their
site is the best site?

The junior Senator from New Mexico
earlier today in his remarks on the un-
derlying Thurmond amendment indi-
cated that he would not approve of the
site specific section of the bill. He said
that he would support the Reid amend-
ment, and I think that is the way it
should be.

This is not some small project that
you can put any place you want. This
is a multibillion-dollar project. This is
not a project that costs a few million
dollars, a few hundred million dollars.
This is a project that costs a few bil-
lion, and it is simply wrong to site it as
has been done by the committee in this
bill. This is a multibillion-dollar



		Superintendent of Documents
	2019-05-22T16:00:56-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




